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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. MILLER of Florida].

f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
September 20, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable DAN MIL-
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris-
tian, office of the bishop, Evangelical
Lutheran Church in America, Washing-
ton, DC, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, with Your mercy new
to us every day irrespective of our na-
ture, and with Your grace provided to
each one alike without regard to need,
we pray, give to each one of us, O God,
Your gift of peace, so that our lives
will be an example of Your righteous-
ness.

Give to our Nation, O God, the ear-
nest search for justice, so that our con-
versations and actions will show a de-
sire for what is right.

Give to those ordained with respon-
sibility for leadership a sense of awe
and a spirit of humility that will offer
thoughtful and useful commentary on
behalf of those without voice.

And give to us all a measure of Your
love, so that compassion can be our
benchmark for honor, kindness the wa-
terline for friendship, patience the
starting pole of brother and sisterhood,
and hope the finish line for our lives.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the

gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MONTGOMERY led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO
OFFER RESOLUTION RAISING
QUESTION OF PRIVILEGES OF
THE HOUSE
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,

pursuant to clause 2 of rule IX, I here-
by give notice of my intention to offer
a resolution which raises a question of
the privileges of the House.

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows:

Whereas on December 6, 1995, the Commit-
tee on Standards of Official Conduct agreed
to appoint an outside counsel to conduct an
independent, nonpartisan investigation of al-
legations of ethical misconduct by Speaker
Newt Gingrich;

Whereas, after an eight-month investiga-
tion, that outside counsel has submitted an
extensive document containing the results of
his inquiry;

Whereas the report of the outside counsel
cost the taxpayers $500,000;

Whereas the public has a right—and Mem-
bers of Congress have a responsibility—to ex-
amine the work of the outside counsel and
reach an independent judgment concerning
the merits of the charges against the Speak-
er;

Whereas these charges have been before
the Ethics Committee for more than two
years;

Whereas a failure of the Committee to re-
lease the outside counsel’s report before the
adjournment of the 104th Congress will seri-
ously undermine the credibility of the Ethics
Committee and the integrity of the House of
Representatives: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct shall release to the
public the outside counsel’s report on Speak-
er Newt Gingrich—including any conclu-
sions, recommendations, attachments, ex-
hibits or accompanying material—no later
than Wednesday, September 25, 1996.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
rule IX, a resolution offered from the
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as
a question of privileges of the House
has immediate precedence only at a
time or place designated by the Chair
in the legislative schedule within 2 leg-
islative days. The Chair will announce
that designation at a later date.

A determination as to whether the
resolution constitutes a question of
privilege will be made at a later time.
f

DRUG USE SKYROCKETING UNDER
PRESIDENT CLINTON

(Mr. BURR asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURR. Mr. Speaker, America is
losing the war against drugs. As a fa-
ther of two young children, I under-
stand the fear felt by every parent as
they send their kids off to school each
morning.

Over the past several years, this ad-
ministration—through its irresponsible
actions and indifferent words—has cre-
ated a world where drug use is not only
blatantly ignored but is often the
source of careless chuckles and
thoughtless jokes. This is not the envi-
ronment I want my children to grow up
in—drug use is not funny.

But worse than the rhetoric is the
record. Actions speak louder than
words, Mr. Speaker. President Clinton
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has eliminated drug agent after drug
agent. The number of people pros-
ecuted for Federal drug charges has
dropped and programs have been cut. I
ask you, how many times have you
heard the President of the United
States tell your children to ‘‘Just say
‘no’?’’

President Clinton’s abandonment of
strict, effective drug policy has led our
young people down a disturbing road of
skyrocketing drug use. Jokes on MTV
are not acceptable and reckless dis-
regard from the bully pulpit is inexcus-
able.
f

THE ADMONISHMENT COMMITTEE

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I
am amazed. I think it is time we start
calling the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct the admonishment
committee. Yesterday they issued ad-
monishment No. 6 for our Speaker, and
they went on to say in there, which I
find really quite amazing, the commit-
tee concludes that the Speaker’s con-
duct of allowing the routine presence
in his office of Mr. Jones demonstrates
a continuing pattern of lax administra-
tion and poor judgment that has con-
cerned this committee in the past with
the other five admonishments.

They go on to say: Accordingly, the
committee directs you to take imme-
diate steps not only to prevent the re-
currence of similar incidents and en-
sure compliance with standards but to
guard against the appearance of impro-
priety.

Now, I think everyone in America
ought to ask for the same standards.
When you get stopped for a speeding
ticket, until you get six admonish-
ments I guess they are never really
going to do anything. I would say the
way Members of Congress get treated is
how an average citizen should be treat-
ed. I find it absolutely amazing that
the rules can be thrown over with such
great abandonment.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, and under a previous order of
the House, the following Members will
be recognized for 5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FILNER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FILNER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

COCAINE IN SOUTH-CENTRAL LOS
ANGELES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May

12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WATERS] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I come
today to continue my discussion on the
matter of the San Jose Mercury News
article that revealed the dumping of
cocaine into south-central Los Angeles
by CIA operatives, cocaine that was
spread among the Cripps and Bloods
gang members and eventually in cities
throughout this Nation.

I am spending a lot of time on this
issue because I believe it is important
for the citizens of this country to know
and understand how this country finds
itself with crack addiction, crime,
crack-born babies, hospitals overloaded
with overdoses of crack cocaine, turf
wars, all of this devastation. Where did
it come from? Who caused it? This arti-
cle, or these series of articles that were
done by the San Jose Mercury News
must be focused on. Mr. Gary Webb,
the author of the series, is a Pulitzer
Prize winning journalist.

This is not a fly-by-night journalist.
This is not someone who just thought
this up and decided they would write
something. He spent over a year inves-
tigating the leads that came to him.
And what did he uncover? It is abso-
lutely startling. Mr. Gary Webb discov-
ered that in the late 1970’s, 1979, early
1980’s, two CIA operatives, Mr. Danilo
Blandon and one other gentlemen
found their way into south-central Los
Angeles. They connected up with a gen-
tleman, a young man named Ricky
‘‘Freeway’’ Ross. They began to supply
him with tons of cocaine. That cocaine
was cooked into crack. Those are the
rocks that plague our communities
today.

Prior to the introduction of cocaine
by Mr. Blandon and Mr. Meneses, co-
caine was not a factor in minority
neighborhoods, in the inner cities. Co-
caine was the drug of the elite, of the
more well-to-do, of kind of the rich and
the famous. It was expensive. It could
not be afforded by poor people, and it
was really not a factor in poor commu-
nities. It was only when the CIA
operatives, working with Ricky Ross,
discovered that you could cook it and
you could put it into crack form, that
it could be sold cheaply because you
could spread it around. You could get
more out of it.

And so they began to cook up the
crack. They put it out into the commu-
nities on consignment. What does that
mean? Prior to this time, you had to
have money to get into the drug busi-
ness. If you wanted to be a drug dealer,
you had to go and buy cocaine. You
bought it by the kilos oftentimes. But
when these CIA operatives started to
work with Ricky Ross, they eliminated
the need to have money to invest to be-
come a drug dealer. They put it out on
consignment.

b 0915

When you understand this consign-
ment spread of cocaine and crack, then

you understand why they also brought
the guns in with them.

We wondered in south central Los
Angeles, where are these guns coming
from? They were not simply handguns,
they are Uzis and AK–47’s, sophisti-
cated weapons brought in by the same
CIA operatives because they had to en-
force bringing the profits back in.

About this time when you saw more
and more guns coming into the com-
munity, you also saw more and more
killings, more and more violence. Now
we know what was going on. The drugs
out in our communities on consign-
ment were being put out to the gangs
and others; if they did not bring the
profits back, the guns were brought in
so that they could enforce the control.

You got killed. People were sent out
to kill others. The killings just mount-
ed in south central Los Angeles, and
people said what are they fighting
about? What are these drive-by
shootings about? What is this gang
warfare about? And people said oh, it is
about the colors; some like red, some
like blue, well, you know it was about
drugs. It was about crack cocaine in-
troduced into our communities by peo-
ple who brought it in with a purpose.

Why did they do this? According to
Mr. Blandon, he is on record under
oath testifying at a trial that, yes, he
was a CIA operative but he was also en-
gaged in funding the war in Nicaragua.
He was one of those that helped form
the army of the Contras, the FDN. He
came from Nicaragua. He was the son
of a very rich Nicaraguan. They were
involved with Somoza and part of the
Somoza government. When they were
overthrown by the Sandinistas, they
went out and formed their own army
working with our Government.

They formed their own army and
then they had to supply them. They
had to get the guns to them; they had
to feed the soldiers; they had to clothe
the soldiers. They had to put together
an Army. And, yes, they had a lot of
support from the right wing, from con-
servatives right here in the Congress of
the United States who set out to get
the citizens of this Nation to use their
hard-earned dollars to help fund that
war.

That effort was resisted by many in
this House, but they persisted. But
long before they got any dollars, there
was money flowing to the FDN and to
the so-called resistance armies.

Where did that money come from?
We know now that that money was
coming from the sale of drugs to the
citizens of America, the profits of
which went back down to fund the
FDN, working with Nicaraguans con-
nected with Somoza, Nicaraguans that
were embraced by the right wing of
America.

America’s children, American citi-
zens exposed, crack cocaine fed into
the neighborhoods in order to get
money to fund the FDN and the other
armies resisting, fighting against the
Sandinistas.

It is an outrageous plot. It is an un-
conscionable plot. How would anybody
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ever dream up this kind of madness?
Mr. Maneses, directly connected to the
Cali drug cartel, got into this country
and was given citizenship, even though
people in our Government knew he was
a murderer.

Since when do we let murderers and
criminals into this Nation? I guess we
let them in when they are going to do
the bidding of those who have decided
they can get support by allowing crimi-
nals and crooks to come in to sell
drugs to fund the Army that they want
to fund.

Everybody needs to read the San
Jose Mercury news series under the
banner of ‘‘The Dark Alliance.’’ This is
not simply a story about allegations;
these are facts, names, places, dates.

I decided once I had read it that I was
going to find out more. I have devel-
oped a communication with Gary Webb
who wrote the story. I am in touch
with him almost daily, asking ques-
tions.

Following the Democratic Conven-
tion, after I read the information, I
flew back to Los Angeles and I went to
San Diego and I visited Ricky ‘‘Free-
way’’ Ross, one of the young men who
is a principal in this story, an African-
American young male who sold drugs,
who got his drugs from Blandon and
Maneses, a young man who had a 10-
year relationship with Blandon, a
young man who had been to Blandon’s
homes both in Rialto, CA, and in Flor-
ida, a young man who knew Blandon’s
wife, who had done business with both
of them. The young man who had a
long-term relationship because he was
the recipient of the many kilos and the
tons of cocaine that had been brought
into south central Los Angeles.

I went to San Diego. I went to the
San Diego metropolitan detention fa-
cility, a Federal facility where Mr.
Rick ‘‘Freeway’’ Ross is now incarcer-
ated. I spent time with him and I asked
him about the article. I asked him
about details in the article. He con-
firmed that and more.

He described to me the first time he
had ever seen an Uzi and how it was
given to him and his friends. And then
he described how they continued to
bring in the arms, and they had an ex-
tensive arsenal. It went so far until Mr.
Blandon and his friends even tried to
give them a grenade launcher. Ricky
Ross said, ‘‘My God, what do we need
with a grenade launcher?’’

They had everything they needed.
They had scramblers so that when they
talked on the telephone they could not
be eavesdropped on. They had money
counters. They counted money 24 hours
a day. At one point in this 10-year pe-
riod, they made $54 million in 1 year.
They were making $2 million a day of-
tentimes, $1 to $2 million a day just
with Blandon and this gentleman who
was selling drugs.

And the story goes on and on and on
naming individuals, identifying situa-
tions.

Ricky Ross is in prison not because
he was apprehended during the time he

was selling all of these drugs. He is in
prison now because he was set up by
the man who was selling him the drugs.

Ricky Ross was contacted by Mr.
Blandon years later, just a couple of
years ago, asking him to get back into
the trade. Ricky Ross said to me that
he told him, ‘‘I do not want to get back
in the trade.’’ He was called any num-
ber of times by Mr. Blandon, who told
him how easy it would be. Ricky Ross
told me, he said to him, ‘‘I am trying
to go straight. I am trying to build a
studio. I am trying to have a cultural
program. I am trying to find dollars to
bring the young people in and work
with them and get some programs and
activities going for the many young
man who are very vulnerable, young
men who could be approached by drug
dealers who would take a chance.’’

Mr. Blandon continued until Ricky
Ross and two of his friends decided
they were going to take another
chance, and they went down to San
Diego to pick up a truck loaded with
100 kilos of drugs supplied to them
again by Mr. Blandon. When they got
to the appointed spot, Mr. Blandon
handed him the keys, they opened the
truck, stepped in, and the DEA agents
and others swooped down upon them,
arresting him. He has been convicted
and he is awaiting his sentence.

Ricky Ross should have known bet-
ter. You do not get to go off without
punishment when you perform these
kinds of criminal acts. He should not
have been involved in the trafficking of
drugs. And he is going to have to do
time, and so be it.

But what about Blandon? He has been
selling, he is in the records if you
check them. They have known about
him since 1974. He is now on the payroll
of the DEA. He is an informant now for
the DEA.

Oh, they paid him $166,000 in the past
year. Mr. Blandon, the drug dealer who
introduced cocaine in large amounts
into the black community into south
central Los Angeles, that spread across
this Nation, now in many cities wheth-
er we are talking about Harlem or the
Bronx, St. Louis, Philadelphia, in
southern cities, Mr. Blandon connected
to Mr. Maneses and the Cali Cartel who
flew drugs from Colombia, airplanes
that land in Texas, in Arkansas, right
in our own country, is free. He is under
the protection of the DEA. He is one of
their people. He is hired by them. He is
an informant.

And so I guess Mr. Blandon goes free
because he can go and encourage, so-
licit, and get another young black male
involved in selling drugs, point the
DEA to them, get a bust as if he has
done something, while he remains free
to do what he wants to do.

It is outrageous. We have got to do
something about it. The Congressional
Black Caucus has decided to appoint
me chair of a special task force, and we
are going to move to get investiga-
tions. We have got some updating that
we are going to do, and we are going to
come to this floor on a regular basis
and we are going to give those updates.

At this time, before continuing, how-
ever, I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from New York, another one
that is engaged in this battle, Con-
gressman MAJOR OWENS.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia for taking up this special order.

It is very not that we understand
that this is a window of opportunity;
the San Diego Mercury has given us
that opportunity by bringing together
some very important facts by exploring
some court records and doing some
interviews, and they have the embryo
here of a truth that is very important
for our community.

I was asked a question by several re-
porters yesterday, Why is this matter
so important now? What difference
does it make? The crack cocaine epi-
demic is out there. What difference is
it going to make it these people are
punished or not?

This is not about punishing a handful
of people; this is about seizing this win-
dow of opportunity to fully expose one
of the ways in which the African-Amer-
ican community has been victimized,
one of the ways in which the inner-city
community has been victimized. We
have been victimized in so many dif-
ferent ways, starting with 232 years of
slavery for which nobody was com-
pensated, that free labor, 232 years
where we could not acquire property,
232 years where family structures were
not permitted. You could not pass
down traditions. That is just one of the
ways we were victimized.

Now the colored victimization takes
place in various forms. We have the
victimization through neglect. They do
not have any policies or programs
which allow our cities to get their fair
share of the tax dollar. We do not have
any programs which can help cities, al-
though cities are where most of the
people in America live. We have an
anticity attitude in part of the Con-
gress, especially the other body, and
then we are victimized by blunders by
Government programs and Government
agencies. They make mistakes that
mess up programs, and then the people
who are the beneficiaries of those pro-
grams, they are the ones who suffer as
a result of badly run programs.

b 0930
Here is victimization again, probably

by conspiracy, conspiracy. There was
an agenda that they had, an agenda
which they felt was more important
than the welfare of the people in the
inner cities, more important than the
welfare of people in the African Amer-
ican communities. So masses of people
in the inner cities and African Amer-
ican communities have been put at
jeopardy because they felt it was nec-
essary to make an emergency deal in
order to get funds to finance a war in
Nicaragua, the Contras against the
Sandinista government.

Let us just take a look at the se-
quence when the Contras first launched
their war against the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment which was in control of the
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Sandinistas. At that time there was no
American aid. There was no aid from
this country officially, no American
aid passed by the Congress.

When they first launched the war, we
certainly supplied money through the
various back door mechanisms that are
available, through the CIA, their pock-
ets deep but not deep enough to keep
financing a war in Nicaragua intermi-
nably without some kind of new device.
We certainly probably supplied money
to the Contras through El Salvador,
where we were funding the El Salvador
Government, and the records show that
the connection between the El Sal-
vador drug trade and the key people in
El Salvador with the Nicaraguan drug
trade and the people involved in this
story is a very close knit record. There
is a connection there that comes up
again and again.

So we were doing that through these
back door methods, but that was not
enough. They needed more money. This
is then the first period of the Contra
war against the Sandinistas. They
needed more money. So here was an op-
portunity to sell drugs in the cities of
America and take those profits and
fund the Contras. And the CIA and
American Government agents were
needed to allow the Contras to get this
avenue of funding from the cities of
America.

We were all surprised at the swiftness
with which crack cocaine came into
the inner-city communities. Yes, there
had been a drug problem for years, we
have a problem with marijuana, a prob-
lem with heroin. It took decades for
the problems of marijuana and heroin
to really take a foothold in the com-
munities. They were actually on their
way out. You had a decline in the use
of drugs in inner city communities at
the point where crack cocaine entered.

Crack cocaine entered, and for $5 you
could get that high, and it began this
spread as an epidemic which continues
until this day. Probably the Nica-
raguan forces are not financing it or
behind it today, but what happened
was they had an opportunity to fund an
infrastructure. They built their own in-
frastructure as a result of the opportu-
nities given them by the CIA and Nica-
raguan drug connection in the early
days of the distribution of the crack
cocaine.

So you had that era and then you had
a period where we officially, Congress,
authorized money for the Contras. $100
million we started out with under
Reagan, authorizing money for the
Contras, $100 million. So we officially,
openly began to fund the Contras for a
period.

And then we cut that off. I was in the
Congress at that time. We cut off the
funding for the Contras. The $100 mil-
lion plus was cut off. It was no more.
And then what happened? We had the
Iran Contra deal from the basement of
the White House, we know as a fact.

It is important to know that these
facts because these facts have been
clearly established by the special pros-

ecutor, they have been clearly estab-
lished by the joint investigation and
the joint hearings of the Senate and
the House. They are clearly estab-
lished. Nobody refutes the fact that
Oliver North was the mastermind of a
scheme, hatched in the basement of the
White House and then carried out,
which was to supply money to fund the
Contras.

How did they do it then? They went
to sell weapons to Iran. While public
policies were protesting that Iran was
an evil empire, Iran was a terrorist na-
tion and we would do no business with
Iran, the deal was being hatched in the
basement of the White House to sell
weapons to Iran.

And they did it. They sold weapons to
Iran, and they used the profits from
the weapons sold to Iran to fund the
Contras. That is in phase 3. That is so
well established in fact.

Nobody was punished for it. Oliver
North came into the hearings and
acted as if he was America’s chief Boy
Scout. He stood up to them and flab-
bergasted a set of people that should
not have been flabbergasted by his tac-
tics, but he stood up to them and said
he did it and he did it for America, but
it was done. Nobody denied the fact
that we went so far as to develop a deal
with the evil Iranian Government in
order to generate profits for the
Contras, to fund the war in Nicaragua.

If we did it on the tail end, there is
no reason to believe we did not have
the same kind of fanaticism and the
same kind of extremist reasoning did
not take place at the beginning. Only
they did not have an Iran Contra deal.
They had a crack cocaine deal that
started in Los Angeles with one set. I
am sure at the same time they had an-
other set of people who started in New
York, on the east coast. It was not nec-
essarily spread from Los Angeles. They
probably spread from both ends of the
Nation.

But this was to earn money when
there was no other means to earn
money, given the fact that at the tail
end they were willing to go so far, and
almost got an indictment of the Presi-
dent of the United States, who kept
saying he did not remember, and I will
not go into all that. Of course Oliver
North came in and was pretty much ex-
onerated in terms of, ‘‘He did it, but so
what?’’ He ran for Senator and almost
won a Senate seat in a neighboring
State here. Things were that bad.

But he did it, and we know that prof-
its to fund the Contras was the objec-
tive. So why can we not believe, why
can we not accept the fact that profits
to fund the Contras was also an objec-
tive at the beginning of the Contra
war, and that objective was met on the
backs of the people of the African-
American community, the inner city
communities.

Crack cocaine, a drug epidemic un-
like any that has ever probably existed
in the history of the world. For $5 you
can get a high. For $5 you can begin
the process of addicting people so that

they have got to have it, and then on
and on it goes to the point where they
become murderers, prostitutes, they
war against each other, they kill each
other, shoot down innocent people.
Murder on a mass scale in our big
cities, and policymakers look at the
cities and say there is something ge-
netically wrong with the African-
American people. You have the bell
curve theory being promulgated, that
they have low IQ’s. There is nothing
you can do about it.

All these theories are there because
the truth is not known. So what Con-
gresswoman WATERS is doing is impor-
tant, to just get the truth out there,
the fact that the inner-city collapse of
the social order, collapse of families is
partially due to the blunders of the
Government, partially due to the ne-
glect of the Government and partially
due to the conspiracy, a conspiracy in
which the Government has partici-
pated. Dealing drugs is probably the
lowest form of conspiracy that we have
seen yet that our Government has par-
ticipated in.

I would like to come back later and
talk about reparations and why it is
important to talk about this, so we can
talk about getting to the bottom of
this with an investigation that the CIA
director, Mr. DEUTSCH, has said he has
already launched. But there will be
other investigations, getting to the
bottom of it, so that we can establish
that a great deal of harm has been done
here, a great wrong has been done and
some reparations are necessary for this
reason; many other reasons why rep-
arations are necessary, but certainly
for this reason.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentlewoman from Texas [Ms.
JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I thank
the gentlewoman from California. I
could not help as I was working in my
office, to hear the gentlewoman from
California and then my colleague, the
gentleman from New York, speak
about a topic that is moving fast
across the Nation. For those individ-
uals who are not un-American but sim-
ply are asking the question, who does
the flag fly for. Who does the flag fly
for? I want to commend the gentle-
woman from California for her leader-
ship and her persistence and persever-
ance on trying to answer the question
for many young Americans across the
Nation, African-Americans, Hispanics,
Anglos, Asians, anyone who wants to
believe that this country does work for
us.

This is a frightening exposé that has
come out in the recent weeks, and we
recognize that this Nation has many
responsibilities. In fact, in the Con-
stitution it indicates that it has a re-
sponsibility of commerce. In the Con-
stitution it indicates that there is a
constitutional responsibility to defend
the safety and sanctity of this Nation.

So certainly anyone who would
argue, as MAJOR OWENS has said, and
come before congressional hearings and
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talk about the need for clandestine op-
erations to protect the sanctity of this
Nation, would cause individuals in Con-
gress and others to try to be sensitive
to that, to try to understand what the
needs were to protect this Nation, why
we needed to be in Nicaragua and why
we needed to be doing clandestine oper-
ations. But behind those words by the
likes of an Oliver North, behind the
White House of the 1980’s, controlled by
the Republicans, we now find a dev-
astating and decided and directed ef-
fort to poison the lives of young Afri-
can-Americans, inner-city youths in
this Nation.

I know that we can be accused of cry-
ing wolf, making hysterical calls for
investigations, suggesting that this
country is in the hands of those on the
other side of the law.

I would hope that good thinking peo-
ple would just take a moment, and I
think, as the Congresswoman has indi-
cated, and my colleague from New
York, Gary Webb is not a fly-by-night
writing for purposes of grandeur. This
is a well researched report. That report
clearly names the names and focuses us
on the issues.

‘‘Danilo Blandon is the Johnny
Appleseed of crack cocaine in Califor-
nia,’’ so noted in the report written in
the San Jose Mercury News, ‘‘The
Crips’ and Bloods’ first direct-connect
to the cocaine cartels of Colombia.’’
This Danilo Blandon, the first connect
to inner-city gangs of crack cocaine or
cocaine out of Colombia.

Remember when we begin to talk
about a drug structure? There is really
no drug structure that can really com-
pare to the cartels in Colombia, cartels
signifying major corporate structure,
an infrastructure that permeates the
entire Nation. This was their contact.
Not someone down the street, not
someone across the country in New
York, but Danilo Blandon out of Co-
lumbia.

‘‘The tons of cut-rate cocaine he
brought into black L.A. in the 1980’s
and early 1990’s became millions of
rocks of crack, which spawned new
crack markets wherever they landed.

‘‘On a tape made by the Drug En-
forcement Administration in July 1990,
Blandon casually mentioned the flood
of cocaine that corresponded through
the streets of South-Central Los Ange-
les during the previous decade,’’ in the
1980’s.

‘‘ ‘These people have been working
with me 10 years,’ Blandon said. ‘I’ve
sold them about 2,000 or 4,000 kilos. I do
not know. I do not remember how
many.’ ’’ Some 2,000 to 4,000 kilos of
drugs coming in from Colombia into
one community then permeate, go
throughout the Nation.

‘‘But unlike the thousands of young
blacks now serving long Federal prison
sentences for selling mere handfuls of
the drug, Blandon is a free man. He has
a spacious new home in Nicaragua and
a business exporting precious woods,
courtesy of the United States Govern-
ment.’’

What would we say about that? What
would you say if crimes were done in
Iowa, blatant crimes, and someone is
set up in a fabulous house in Florida?
Here we have got the story, right here,
clearly exposing this situation.

Interestingly enough, this gen-
tleman, Mr. Blandon, was paid more
than $166,000 over the past 18 months,
records show, for his help in the war on
drugs. The help in the war on drugs, I
would imagine that may be, though
this is not a time and place for frivol-
ity or humor, his help is to direct it
into communities

‘‘Nothing epitomizes the drug war’s
uneven impact on black Americans
more clearly that the intertwined
lives,’’ here we come with the other
player, ‘‘of Ricky Donnelly Ross, a
high school dropout who became L.A.’s
premier crack wholesaler, and his
suave cocaine supplier,’’ remember
now, direct from Colombia, ‘‘Danilo
Blandon, who has a master’s degree in
marketing,’’ as written by Gary Webb,
‘‘and was one of the top civilian leaders
in California of an anti-Communist
guerrilla Army formed by the U.S.
Central Intelligence Agency called the
FDN. It became known to most Ameri-
cans as the Contras.’’

There goes the very connection that
drives our message day after day. That
is why as we go home to our districts,
as I will leave today, and face constitu-
ents on talk shows and in town hall
meetings, the cry becomes, ‘‘Why us?’’
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The cry becomes, why us? The cry be-
comes, who does the flag fly for? And
so I am here to support the gentle-
woman from California, Ms. WATERS,
and Senator BOXER and join my col-
leagues who believe there is a better
America and would want a thorough
investigation.

In a meeting with the CIA Director
yesterday we have both requested and
received commitment for a very
strong, positive, and a noncoverup in-
vestigation. The words I used was to
leave no stone unturned, for that would
be the only basis upon which we have a
better America.

Now, let me simply say as I close,
this is not an indictment across the
board, from my perspective, of all
agencies who are responsible for up-
holding the law. It does say that behav-
ior caused actions which we would not
be proud of, and so I think it is impor-
tant that the CIA’s Inspector General
announced on August 6 that it will con-
duct an internal inquiry into an air
base at Mena, AR, that was reportedly
used in the mid-1980’s to fly guns to the
Contras and drugs into Louisiana.
There is another location, Houston, in
Texas, close to the border and also a
city that may be subject to this kind of
intrusion. The base, according to
former national security officer, staff-
er, Roger Morris, was run by the CIA
and DEA informant named Barry
Seale, who was murdered by Colombian
gun men in Baton Rouge in 1996.

And as I said, to close, Congress-
woman WATERS, it is interesting to
read this article and to note when we
begin to think of the so-called changes
in welfare and the vigorous debate that
many of us raised to disagree with this
welfare reform because it did not ad-
dress educating and providing bridges
for changes, here we are noted by this
article out of the San Jose Mercury
News that it was not uncommon to
move 2 to 3 million dollars’ worth of
crack in 1 day. It was not unusual to
move this amount of money, and our
good friend, Mr. Ross, who is here, indi-
cated that the biggest problem they
had was counting the money.

Now we say that the new policy of
many of my Republican friends, ‘‘just
say no or do not do it,’’ we have been
saying that. We join you in that. That
is not a drug policy. That has nothing
to do with this blatant activity that
causes the need for our work to ensure
that this never happens again and that,
as well, the truth be told for our young
people.

Mr. OWENS. This ‘‘just say no’’ slo-
gan; was it not originated about the
same time that the other hand of the
Government, the CIA, was encouraging
the sale of drugs?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Abso-
lutely. In the 1980’s the big cry was——

Mr. OWENS. The 1980’s, same time.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Same

time, ‘‘just say no,’’ while at the same
time we had a Government orchestrat-
ing, bringing in tons and tons of drugs
and at the cost of some $2 million a
day, resulting in the amounts of about
2 million to $3 million a day.

And let me say to you, Congress-
woman WATERS, I really take my hat
off to you because when I see these
numbers, and as you have said, we do
not know where it will lead, we are
talking about 2 to 3 million dollars’
worth of crack in 1 day in one commu-
nity, and I think that is the magnitude
of what you have been saying, what we
join you in saying, what I have been
saying and what we need to have all of
America understand.

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentle-
woman for joining us in the sharing of
information in this particular hour,
and I appreciate the cooperation from
all of the members of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus and particularly
from those of you who would take time
from your schedules to make sure we
share this information with the people
of the United States.

Let me just continue here sharing
the information of the series because it
is so important to understand why we
must ask for an investigation.

We have not just asked for an inves-
tigation because we do not know what
we are able to get from whom. We have
asked the Justice Department for an
investigation, we have asked the CIA
for an investigation, we asked the
Speaker of this House to get an inves-
tigation going with the Permanent Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence. We
have asked other committee chairs
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who we believe have some oversight to
join in the investigation.

We also have a resolution, or resolu-
tions, asking for a select committee,
which we may have to have at some
point if we find that we run into road-
blocks.

It is important for us to go in all of
these directions so that we can reap in-
formation and get to the bottom of
what is going on. Let me tell you——

Mr. OWENS. Will the gentlewoman
yield for 1 minute?

Ms. WATERS. Yes, I yield.
Mr. OWENS. Is it true that the Jus-

tice Department has already concluded
that they do not need to investigate?

Ms. WATERS. The first response we
received from the Justice Department
was their preliminary inquiry did not
reveal any of the facts of this article.
However, they were going to start an
investigation with the Inspector Gen-
eral, and of course when we met with
the CIA Director last evening, he con-
firmed that that investigation had
started. We talked to him about our
concerns about that investigation. We
said that nobody believes that the CIA,
first of all, will investigate itself, and
he assured us that the Inspector Gen-
eral was independent.

We also said to him that attempts in
the past had only gotten the kind of re-
sponse that said we cannot respond be-
cause of national security, and we did
not want an investigation that would
come back telling us that we cannot
get information because of national se-
curity interests.

Third, we said to him we do not want
an investigation where you come back
with the report under national security
interests you can only share with us
and not with the public. It is important
for it to be shared with the public. We
discovered that the CIA Director has
the authority to make that public. He
also has the authority not to make it
public, and this is one thing we are
going to have to insist on.

Mr. OWENS. So the Justice Depart-
ment will not conduct its own inde-
pendent investigation; it is going to co-
operate with the CIA Inspector Gen-
eral?

Ms. WATERS. That is right, that is
exactly what is going on. When we first
heard a response from Janet Reno of
the Justice Department, she indicated
that she could not comment because of
an open case. Now what we are hearing
is, oh, since the CIA has decided that
indeed it would hold an investigation
by way of the Inspector General, she is
now saying that she supports that in-
vestigation and would await the re-
sults, the results of which we are sup-
posed to get in 60 days.

Why an investigation, why must we
insist on this? People say but you have
done this before, you had investiga-
tions before. Let us take a look for a
moment at what happened.

In 1988 one 1988 investigation by a
U.S. Senate subcommittee ran into a
wall of official secrecy at the Justice
Department. In that case congressional

records show Senate investigators were
trying to determine why the U.S. at-
torney in San Francisco, Joseph
Rosanello, had given $36,000 back to a
Nicaragua cocaine dealer arrested by
the FBI. The money was returned,
court records show, after two Contra
leaders—unbelievable—two Contra
leaders sent letters to the court swear-
ing that the drug dealer had given the
cash to buy weapons for guerrillas, had
been given the cash to buy weapons for
guerrillas. Rosanello said it was cheap-
er to give the money back than to dis-
prove that claim. The Justice Depart-
ment flipped out to prevent us from
getting access to people, records, find-
ing out anything about it, recalled
Jack Blum, former chief counsel to the
Senate subcommittee that investigated
allegations of cocaine Contra traffick-
ing. ‘‘It was one of the most frustrating
exercises that I could ever recall,’’ said
Jack Blum.

Now, Jack Blum was the former chief
counsel to the Senate subcommittee
that investigated these allegations of
Contra cocaine trafficking. Again let
me repeat. He said, ‘‘It was one of the
most frustrating exercises that I can
ever recall.’’ It was not until 1989, a few
months after the Contra Sandinista
war ended and 5 years after Meneses,
the big drug dealer, moved from the pe-
ninsula to a ranch in Costa Rica that
the U.S. Government decided, oh, it is
time to take some action, sort of, with
a wink. Federal prosecutors in San
Francisco finally charged Mr. Meneses
with conspiracy to distribute, they
said, 1 kilo of cocaine in 1984, a year in
which he was working publicly with
FDA.

So, when we talk about investiga-
tion, we know what we are going to run
into, walls of secrecy, Justice Depart-
ment shutdown. So we do not trust
anybody.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
Texas.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. If the
gentlewoman will yield, I imagine, and
I just want to pose a question to you in
being complete, therefore, as you men-
tion these stumbling blocks that have
occurred in times past. I recall the Se-
lect Committee on Assassinations that
dealt with the assassinations of King
and Kennedy, and people are still hav-
ing questions about those issues, that
it is necesary then to cast a broad net
to try and reach every agency that
might be involved: CIA, DEA, FBI, Jus-
tice Department, and then hearings.

Is that my understanding that you
think is necessary after reviewing
those materials with us of past inves-
tigations?

Ms. WATERS. Well, I think we have
to be in this for the long haul. This is
not something that is going to reap us
any substantial answers in the short
period of time. We are going to run
into walls of secrecy; I just anticipate
that. I anticipate that we are not going
to be satisfied.

However, we have gotten representa-
tions of cooperation from the CIA Di-

rector. Everybody wants to cooperate,
they say. The proof of the pudding is in
the eating.

I think we have to be prepared to
move at the right time to do whatever
we have to do I order to continue, in
order to approach it from a different
direction, and so this is a beginning.
We start with this possibility of inves-
tigation by the CIA, or rather by the
Inspector General. We have gotten
word from NEWT GINGRICH, who re-
sponded to me and wrote me a letter
indicating that he indeed was going to
proceed with the chair of the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence,
the gentleman from Texas, Mr. COM-
BEST, in opening an investigation. I am
very pleased, and I would like to thank
Mr. NEWT GINGRICH, and I would like to
read that letter into the RECORD. He
says:

DEAR MAXINE: Thank you for your letter
regarding a recent series of articles that ap-
peared in the San Jose Mercury News that
alleged CIA involvement in the introduction,
financing and distribution of crack cocaine
in Los Angeles. I have asked House Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence chair-
man, Larry Combest, to investigate the alle-
gations contained in these articles, and I un-
derstand he has already begun to do so. In
addition, I understand the Director of
Central Intelligence, John Deutch, has asked
the CIA Inspector General to investigate this
matter despite his own rejection of the sub-
stance of the allegations. Assuming the Clin-
ton administration will cooperate with our
efforts, I am hopeful that the chairman Com-
best investigation as well as the CIA IG in-
quiry, will reveal whether or not the allega-
tions contained in the Mercury News articles
are true or false. Thank you again for your
interest in this matter. Sincerely, Newt
Gingrich, Speaker of the House.
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Let me just say to the gentleman
from New York that, because of our
persistence, things are beginning to
happen. As you know, the drug czar
came out and called for an investiga-
tion. As you know, not only do we have
this letter and this movement by the
gentleman from Georgia, NEWT GING-
RICH, and the movement by the CIA.
Civil rights organizations, the NAACP,
Mr. Kweisi Mfume; mayors, Mayor
Kurt Schmoke, Mayor Wellington
Webb; many groups up in Pennsylva-
nia. In Los Angeles, the county board
of supervisors just passed a resolution
calling on the President to get involved
in an investigation.

So because of our persistence, even
though the major media tried to ignore
us, would not carry the stories, when
we held the Congressional Black Cau-
cus weekend, 3,000 people showed up to
our workshop demanding hearings, de-
manding investigations. My own paper,
the Los Angeles Times, did not even
carry that meeting, even though a
Member from Los Angeles was in the
forefront of the effort.

Mr. Speaker, we finally are getting a
little bit of network attention, but so
far most people are not able to read
about this in their local newspapers. It
has not been reproduced. It has not
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been paid attention to. But because of
our persistence, we are finally making
something happen.

Again, we are going to have to be in
this for the long haul. We are going to
have to organize in our communities.
We are going to have to get our labor
organizations, our community groups,
our church groups, to reproduce this
and pass it out, reproduce. We have al-
ready printed thousands of copies. Peo-
ple are clamoring for them.

Their local newspapers will not carry
the story. Their local television sta-
tions will not carry the story. But we
are getting it out, and I would like the
Congressional Black Caucus to con-
tinue to develop this network, working
through the churches, working through
private organizations, to spread the
word, to get the information out.

I would like to ask the gentleman, in
a colloquy here, the gentleman from
New York, to describe, if he will, even
though he alluded to it and spoke to
the devastation in our communities,
and I have alluded to it or talked about
it, and I will continue to talk about it.
I do not know if people really under-
stand what is going on in many of
these cities, perhaps in parts of your
own district, with crack cocaine addic-
tion. How bad is it? I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS].

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the serious
problems we face with the African-
American community in most inner
cities, one of the problems is no jobs.
But I think more important than the
fact that there are no jobs is the drug
problem, which is more devastating,
because the drug problem leads to
criminal activity, including murder.

The drug problem decimates families.
The drug problem leaves a legacy of ba-
bies. We are back to a problem of ba-
bies in the hospitals who are being
abandoned, and many of these babies
have problems as a result of their
mothers being addicted, and there are
high health costs. It devastates the
community in many ways.

Mr. Speaker, we have had people on
the one hand in the housing projects
call for a National Guard to intervene
in order to deal with the fact that the
housing projects, certain projects are
inundated with drug dealers. At the
same time, other factions within the
housing projects would be very much
against it because it is their sons, their
sons who are involved in the drug
trade.

It is a problem that is interwoven so
much into the community until you
cannot separate it out. There is a lot of
money flowing from the drug dealers
that is held out to people for invest-
ment, and on and on it goes. They are
in charge. They are the kingpins. They
have an infrastructure now.

What started with the Nicaraguan
trade and the encouragement of the
CIA, the CIA does not have to be in-
volved anymore. They allowed it to
make enough money to build their own
infrastructure, so they have an infra-
structure which has a seemingly un-

limited amount of money, and they
have all these gangs that they can play
against each other. There are the Co-
lombians and the Dominicans in New
York, and the so-called Jamaican
Posse. What is happening is that the
people behind all this, they play one
group off against another. When it gets
too hot for one, they shift the action to
another, and it just goes on and on for-
ever.

I do want to caution the gentle-
woman from California that we must
keep the heat on, because the CIA is
quite a formidable foe. We may have a
seeming acceptance of cooperation
now. They want to investigate this
fully. Certainly you may be confronted
with a stone wall, as you were in the
case of Haiti, where the CIA actually
financed the people who stopped our
troops from going in early in the im-
plementation of the President’s Hai-
tian policy, and we had to wait for
months and months after that. More
and more people died, because we have
been stopped from initiating a peaceful
process for changing the government in
Haiti.

The very person who did that, Eman-
uel Constans, who confessed that the
CIA paid him to do it, and he was in
charge, was held in jail for a while in
this country and now he has been re-
leased. He is free in Queens, NY, for
some strange reason. They do not ex-
plain why he is released. They will not
explain why the papers that were cap-
tured from this same organization
when the United States troops went
into Haiti, why those papers will not be
released to the Haitian Government.
They have a way of suddenly deciding
that whatever is not in the interests of
national security they will withhold.

The danger is that we will get a stone
wall here if the outrage of the Amer-
ican people is not expressed. If we do
not understand the connection between
what has happened here and the
present political cry that President
Clinton is the cause of drugs being used
by more young people now, and just do
not do it, please just say no; if you are
going to deal with that kind of surface
political situation without going deep
and thoroughly investigating this, you
are really not dealing with what is not
jeopardizing just the inner cities, but it
is jeopardizing youth everywhere. It
spreads from the inner cities all over. I
hope we will pursue it relentlessly.

Ms. WATERS. I thank the gentleman
for reminding us of the kind of work
and the kind of time we are going to
have to put in on this issue.

Let me just say this, are your
warnings about the stonewalling joined
with warnings that I am getting all
over about the danger of being involved
in this kind of issue? People are won-
dering about my security and whether
or not I am afraid that something may
not happen.

Let me just say this from the floor of
Congress: I do not fear anybody. I am
aware, as we look through the records,
that people have died mysteriously

who are involved in investigations. But
I want to put everybody on record, as
we move through these investigations,
that I had better not see any attempts,
any attempts to violate me or anybody
else involved in this work. We are not
going to move with fear, we are not
going to stop doing our work, because
of anybody who tries to intimidate us.
I just want to put anybody on record
who thinks they may be able to stop us
with intimidation that I have no fear.

Mr. OWENS. You have the over-
whelming support of the African-Amer-
ican community. Our community over-
whelmingly supports this effort. They
want to see the truth come out. They
want to get to the heart of this prob-
lem.

Ms. WATERS. That is absolutely cor-
rect. Let me also just say that, while
Mr. Dole is making a part of his cam-
paign, the priority part of his cam-
paign, a discussion on drugs, I do not
understand how he can talk about
drugs and not even mention this rev-
elation that came out August 18, 19,
and 20. If you want to talk about drugs,
you cannot dismiss this revelation,
this series entitled ‘‘The Dark Alli-
ance.’’ It names names, dates, and
places.

Mr. Speaker, I know what is going
on. Mr. Dole is using this as a cam-
paign issue, and they are playing with
us one more time, the ‘‘just say no’’
kind of attitude. It is time to find an-
other political issue to whip people up
about.

I do not want Mr. Dole or anybody
else playing with my community on
this issue. We have been harmed
enough. We have been harmed by a
lack of a war, we have been harmed by
the Reagan policies, we have been
harmed by the Bush policies, we have
been harmed by a policy that allowed
the funding of a war, the FDN, the
Contras, on the backs of my children,
on the backs of the young people of the
inner cities. I do not want anybody
playing with me on this issue.

Let me just send a warning to Mr.
Dole: If you stay out on that campaign
trail, you ignore this issue, I am going
to find you, Mr. Dole, and I am going
to ask you publicly, why, then, are you
not talking about the genesis of crack
cocaine? Why are you not talking
about the spread of cocaine in the
inner city by CIA operatives under
Reagan and under Bush? Why do you
ignore the fact that we now have some-
thing that we can investigate?

If you are serious about why young
people have increased their use of
drugs, if you are serious about getting
at the bottom of this, you will take up
this issue. Not only will you join us in
the investigation, you will tell the Re-
publicans further, who are in charge,
not only investigate it in the Select
Committee on Intelligence but all the
committees that have any kind of over-
sight, any kind of jurisdiction.

I challenge you today, Mr. Dole, to
not just play with this issue, but to do
the right thing and help us get to the
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bottom, and help us to understand how
we are going to repair the harm, how
we are going to deal with the devasta-
tion, how we are going to deal with the
crack-addicted babies, how we are
going to deal with the guns that you
support being used in this country,
coming into our communities.
f

WHAT IS THE CORRECT
DEFINITION OF ‘‘CUTS’’?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

REPUBLICANS SUPPORT INVESTIGATION INTO
ORIGIN OF ILLEGAL DRUG SUPPLY

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
many of us do support the investiga-
tion, because a lot of the drugs, about
90 percent of them, were purported to
go out of Mena, ARK, when President
Clinton was Governor. If you look at
the Mena chronicles, in which a lot of
those drugs went out, Malek, who was
then Governor Clinton’s chief inves-
tigator and coroner, ruled that two
children that were killed on tracks had
smoked a lot of marijuana and fell
asleep. The parents got upset. They
had outside forensics come in, and the
children were stabbed to death.

Since then, 18 people that were going
to testify against Governor Clinton,
Malek, the judge appointed by then-
Governor Clinton, and the district at-
torney, who also canceled the grand
jury investigation, 18 people have been
murdered. Yes, we look forward to that
investigation.

Mr. Speaker, I came here today to
talk about something that a lot of peo-
ple do not talk about. I think it is a le-
gitimate issue for both sides, both for
conservatives and liberals, on what
does it really mean to cut; what is cut-
ting and what is being cut, or the dif-
ferences, at least, in definition. I would
like to clarify some of those.

First of all, Mr. Speaker, in edu-
cation, 95 percent of education is paid
for by State and local revenues. Only
about 5 percent of education in our
country is paid for by Federal dollars.
That 5 percent of the dollars, do not
misunderstand me, is no small amount.
The Department of Education, for ex-
ample, has an annual budget of about
$35 billion, and that is a B, with a bil-
lion. So 5 percent is not a small
amount of change.

The problem is, we are getting as lit-
tle, especially in the district of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
who just spoke, we are getting as little
as 23 cents out of every Federal dollar
back to the classroooms. Why? Twen-
ty-three cents on a dollar for every tax
dollar. Did God create those dollars?
No. He has to take it from hardworking
American taxpayers. It comes to Wash-
ington, DC, and then goes back to the
people that they took it from, at only
23 cents on a dollar. Why is that?

This Republican Conference identi-
fied 760 education programs in the Fed-

eral system. Yesterday in a hearing the
gentleman from Virginia, Mr. PAYNE, a
Democrat, and the gentleman from
Oklahoma, J.C. WATTS, a Republican,
introduced a bill. In the hearing there
were about 15 different witnesses, Re-
publicans and Democrats, appointed
and asked to come by Republicans and
Democrats.

They identified over nine programs
within their communities that were
working on antidrug and against juve-
nile justice. When the question was
asked, how many of them had those
programs in all of their districts, none
of them had any one of the other eight
in their particular district, but the one
that worked, they were focusing on and
they were using.

Mr. Speaker, what the Republicans
have tried to do is direct the money to
the local level, down to the people that
have the Zip Code, that know the real
problems of their particular commu-
nity; not something one-size-fits-all,
like the Federal Government does, and
mandates that you will do this. If Head
Start works, do it. If drug-free schools
work, do it. But the emphasis is driv-
ing the money down to the local dis-
tricts, to the school teachers, to the
parents, to the school boards, to the ju-
venile justice groups, and letting them
handle the problem.
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The Federal Government has 760 Fed-
eral education programs. Just imagine
trying to fund that. Every one of them
has administrations. Every one of them
has bureaucracies. Every one of them
has paperwork that comes down to the
States that affects the 95 percent that
are raised at State and local levels,
just because they have to use the funds
on bureaucratic redtape, on paperwork
that not only goes to their State de-
partment of educations, the Governor,
and then has to travel back to Wash-
ington, DC, 23 cents on the dollar, Mr.
Speaker. You could not compete in
business like that, and you cannot
work education systems with 23 cents
on the dollar.

Let me give some classic examples of
how government wastes money and
that the other side of the aisle says
that Republicans are cutting edu-
cation. Let me define the term ‘‘cut.’’
The President’s direct-lending govern-
ment student loan program was capped
at 10 percent in a pilot project. That 10
percent cost $1 billion a year more, just
to administer, than private lending in-
stitutions to do it. GAO conducted a
study, said it is going to cost $5 billion
more just to collect those student
loans.

When the Government shut down, the
President says, ‘‘Hey, this is one of my
cornerstones. I want government to
spend the money down and have the
power to give it out, and I want to do
that.’’ So at conference, we let it go to
40 percent.

But what the liberals did not see is,
we put in the language that capped the
administrative fees at 10 percent, in-

stead of going up to 40 percent, to re-
strict Government spending. We took
the savings from that and we increased
Pell grants to the highest level ever,
grants for poor children that achieve
and do well in school, but for some cir-
cumstance, they do not have the
wherewithal to go to college.

I do not mind my tax dollars going to
pay for that, Mr. Speaker, because
there are some disadvantaged children
in this world that work hard, that want
a piece of the American dream, and I
think that it is part of government’s
role to make sure that those children
are taken care of.

With those savings from the direct
lending program, we took and in-
creased student loans through the pri-
vate sector by 50 percent. Did we cut
education? No, sir. We drove the money
down to the children that need it, the
poor children, in Pell grants, to the
children that need the student loans to
go to school.

What we cut is the liberals’ precious
bureaucracy here in River City, in
Washington, DC, and we took those
savings and we drove it to where it is
supposed to go in the first place, at a
much higher rate than 23 cents on a
dollar.

Let me give another good example,
Mr. Speaker: AmeriCorps, another
great program, according to the Presi-
dent. Everything that this Congress
has argued over in the 2 years, Mr.
Speaker, is power. That is what the
American people are upset about.
Power to spend money from Washing-
ton, DC, so you can send it down to
your local interest groups so that they
think you are a great guy or a great
lady, so you can get reelected, so then
you have got the majority, so you have
got the power.

And over here is a bureaucracy,
whether it is a direct lending program,
whether it is a First Lady’s govern-
ment bureaucracy health care system,
or all the other programs that they
purport, they want the power to spend
the money in Washington, DC.

AmeriCorps is a classic example.
They want the dollars to come up here
so that they can rain them down to dif-
ferent people saying, ‘‘Look what good
guys we are.’’ Where does the money
come from? Is there a cut?

In the first place, the money is taken
from the American taxpayer. Second,
the average volunteer in AmeriCorps
gets $29,000. In Baltimore, just a hoot
and a holler from here, the average was
$50,000 per volunteer.

Can we do it better than that, Mr.
Speaker? Absolutely. It is wasted dol-
lars. Why? You pay somebody $50,000
for painting a fence, or pulling weeds,
that is more than many of the steel-
workers, that is more than many of
your teachers make. I think we can
better invest that, instead of letting
the Federal Government, just because
they want the ability to spend the
money, force it down. And, yes, we
wanted to eliminate it and use the dol-
lars more wisely.
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Let me give another example. They

say, ‘‘DUKE, why do you hate Goals
2000?’’ I don’t hate Goals 2000. As a
matter of fact, I think the standards
that are lauded in Goals 2000 are pretty
noteworthy. I mean, to say that you
want to have the best math standards
and the best math scores in the world
is a pretty noteworthy and laudable
standard. But if you read the bill, Mr.
Speaker, in Goals 2000, there are 43 in-
stances in the bill that say States
‘‘will,’’ and if you are a lawyer, or even
the American people, you understand
the difference between ‘‘will’’ and
‘‘shall’’ in any legal document. ‘‘Will’’
is a mandate; the State will have to do
this.

What is one of the 43 ‘‘wills’’ of the
760 programs, Federal programs? Just
one little tiny one. You have to estab-
lish a board at a local level. You have
to establish an education program.
They say, ‘‘DUKE, you are able to es-
tablish that local program. I mean,
isn’t that what you purport? You want
education, you want teachers, you
want parents, you want students and
the administration to establish exactly
what they are doing.’’ You have to es-
tablish a separate board. They have to
report this program to the principal.

My wife happens to be one of those
principals, has a doctorate in education
in Encinitas. She then has to give it to
the superintendent. All of this paper-
work from the superintendent then has
to go to Governor Wilson in the State
Department of Education in the State
of California.

Think about all this paper flow from
just the schools in my district. Now
think about all the paper flow from all
the schools in the State of California
going to Sacramento. Now visualize all
of that paperwork, all of that time and
energy that is going to all of the State
capitals to be reviewed.

What has to happen on a State cap-
ital level? There has to be a bureauc-
racy at a State level, Mr. Speaker, to
receive and to review, to see if it is in
compliance with the Federal regula-
tions and the other ‘‘wills’’ that come
forward in Goals 2000.

And then what does the State do with
it? The State takes that same body of
paperwork and sends it back here to
River City, to Washington DC, to a
giant $35 billion bureaucracy in the De-
partment of Education. They review it
to see if it falls within those 43 ‘‘wills’’
and some of those ‘‘shalls.’’ After they
have done it, there is more paperwork
that goes down that the administrators
have to handle, that paperwork goes
back and forth. And think of the time,
waste and energy; is it any wonder that
the United States is number 13 of all 13
industrialized nations in education, but
yet we are purported to spend more on
education. We do not spend more, Mr.
Speaker, on education. We spend about
one-fourth of what is purported be-
cause the rest goes to bureaucracy.

What we did is, the Governors came
to us and said to the committee, ‘‘Send
us the money, do away with the paper-

work, do away with the rules and regu-
lations, let us establish our local pro-
grams and we can do it better.’’ Mr.
Speaker, I have yet to go to a gradua-
tion where you have students that do
well, either on a high school or a col-
lege level, that you do not have parent
involvement, you do not have the
teachers that are lauded by the parents
and by the students, and that team-
work and that fellowship. Yes, it does
take a village to raise a child, and I am
a Republican. But the problem is,
under the Clinton plan, it takes an-
other village to pay for it. We can do it
better and we can afford to send other
villages’ dollars down into education
where we can give the teachers the
money they need to teach our children
and ask for quality teachers.

Those are just a few of the reasons. I
could literally go on all day on dif-
ferent examples of what we have done.

But you say, ‘‘DUKE, you’ve shown
some of the problems. What is your vi-
sion for education?’’

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Youth
and Families of the Committee on Edu-
cation, I want to do for education what
John F. Kennedy did for the space pro-
gram. We can do that. We can do that
as a nation. We can make an invest-
ment in education. Not cut it. Liberals
have been cutting education for the
last 40 years because they have been
spending it on bureaucracy. They have
been taking your tax dollars, sending it
to Washington, and returning it at a
very low rate. That is wrong. That is
cutting education. We are increasing
education and the resources. How do
you do that? What is your vision, then?

First of all, in the telecommuni-
cations bills, Mr. Speaker, we put in
the language that encourages the
AT&T’s, the Baby Bell’s, Apple, IBM
with the computer programs, to be able
to invest in our schools. Mr. Speaker,
less than 12 percent of our schools in
this Nation, the richest nation in the
world, less than 12 percent of its class-
rooms have a single phone jack. We
have had hearings where major rep-
resentatives from industry have told us
that over 80 percent of the jobs, both
vocational and those that are profes-
sional-bound to colleges, are going to
require high-technology equipment and
a high-technology education to meet
the needs of the 21st century. I only
have 12 percent of the schools that are
even wired for a phone jack to put in
those systems. So what we did is en-
courage the Baby Bell’s, the AT&T’s,
the Alcoa that lays the fiber optics, to
be able to invest in our schools. The
President jumps up and says, Look at
V-chip. V-chip, yeah, it’s good. But the
idea in the bill we passed is going to
enable us, let industry build up those
schools, let them put in the fiber op-
tics, let them put in the computers, let
them work with the local districts so
that that computer is not obsolete in 6
months.

When you have teachers that don’t
know how to turn on a computer or

even teach our children high skills,
then think about that delta that the
liberals talk about so much, about the
successful and the poor, that delta, the
difference between. That is going to
grow even higher if we don’t have a
system to train our children in the fu-
ture. We can do that through private
enterprise, which we are doing now.

Let me give you a good example. In
my district, I have a school called
Scripps Ranch. Scripps Ranch, we built
and we got private enterprise to invest
in it. We put fiber optics in it when the
school was built. We have computers in
every single classroom that the chil-
dren use and other high-technology
equipment, both in science, in math,
and yes, in the arts as well. The stu-
dents, those that are vocationally
bound, are using those computers.
They are actually designing modular
housing units that they sell to other
schools so that they can buy more
equipment for themselves. Those that
are college-bound, the students in ar-
chitecture or design, are using those
computers. They have redesigned the
entire school. And both unions—union
is not a dirty word—unions and private
enterprise are hiring those children in
the summer and giving them OJT in
job areas so that they will have a bet-
ter preparation when they leave high
school.

Take a look at a school like Mira
Mesa that I have in my district that
does not have any of that. Think of the
difference in the opportunity for the
children at Scripps versus the children
at another school that do not have
those opportunities. It is exponential.
What can we do?

A charter school is a school started
up by teachers, parents, or local groups
that is free from the Federal regula-
tions, and they teach the basics, read-
ing, writing, arithmetic or math, and
vocational skills.

What about choice? The voucher sys-
tem is often talked about. I think the
Federal Government, Mr. Speaker,
mandates too much. I do not believe
that there is choice in schools right
now. When my wife taught in a dif-
ferent district, my children traveled
every day with her to that school.
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That is choice. They did not have to
go to the school in the District. They
participated at Fletcher Elementary
with the program for special education
children, because they asked them to
help these special education children.
And that was choice.

I think we should at least offer the
option to States and localities and
local communities. If they want to use
it, then do it, but not to mandate it
from the Federal Government. Chris-
tine Whitman, in New Jersey, has done
a good job with it; Governor Engler;
Governor Weld. Wisconsin has a vouch-
er program. It works. It may not work
in an inner city where you have great
transportation costs that are going to
take away from that education system.
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Again, the money should go to the

local district and let the parents, the
teachers, the administrators and the
local groups that are in that zip code,
because they know the particular prob-
lems that go on.

What is another function? Education,
Mr. Speaker, is, I think, pretty close to
a wherewithal that is going to save
this country. It does not mean that the
Federal Government has to do it. It
does not mean that the taxpayers
ought to send their taxes to Washing-
ton and have it turned around at such
a low rate. It is ludicrous.

What about illegal immigration? In
the State of California I have over, and
listen to this, Mr. Speaker, I have over
400,000 illegals, kindergarten through
12th grade. Four hundred thousand, at
a cost of $5,000 each per year. That is
over $2.2 billion a year that comes out
of California’s education fund; $2.2 bil-
lion.

We could put a computer and fiber
optics into every schoolroom in the
State of California. We could upgrade
to where education for American citi-
zens and their children and student
loans are cheaper in the State of Cali-
fornia. But, no, we have been mandated
from the Federal Government that we
have to supply this education.

The school lunch program, just for
illegals, costs $1.2 million a day, and
we need to address that, Mr. Speaker.
It is another problem within our
schools that we have to face on a daily
basis.

So I look at the cost of education,
what the Federal Government is kill-
ing and cutting in education every sin-
gle day for the last 40 years, and we
need to change that, Mr. Speaker. We
can do better as a nation. We can in-
vest in education, and we need to do it
at the local level.

Let me talk about some of the things
that my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle said that we cut. Let me give
you a good example of the lies, the de-
ceit, the misconceptions and the rhet-
oric that comes out about cutting.

The other side of the aisle will say
that Republicans cut safe and drug-free
schools. We put the money in a block
grant, again to the States, and if safe
and drug-free schools works in that
particular district, they can fund it; if
Head Start works.

Now, get this. The Department of
Education, the Department of Edu-
cation, not exactly a right-wing con-
servative group, did a study and said
across this Nation you can take two
children, one in Head Start, the other
not, and at the end of the training
there is no difference in the results.
But yet in San Diego we have a pretty
good Head Start Program. It works
good in San Diego.

But across the Nation it only depends
on the ability of the administrators,
the teachers and the parents within
that zip code if that is going to succeed
or not. So what we do is send the
money down to the local district and
say use the money where it is effective

to help children, and I think that is a
big difference.

But drug-safe schools. In 1994 and 1995
Democrats controlled. They controlled
the House, they controlled the Senate,
Mr. Speaker, and they controlled the
White House. The request for safe and
drug-free schools was $598.2 million.
Let me repeat it for you, $598.2 million.
The Democrats in the Congress, they
controlled the House, the Senate and
the White House, cut to $487.2 million.
In 1995 the request was for $660 million
for safe and drug-free schools. Demo-
crats cut it $194 million.

We did not cut safe and drug-free
schools. We funded it at the same level,
and we sent the money to the local dis-
tricts and said if it works for you, do
it, and fund it. Do not fund it at only
23 cents on the dollar, but fund it if it
works, because that is a program you
need to save for children.

Let me give you some fraud, waste
and abuse in that particular program
that we rooted out. In Michigan, Drug
Czar Bob Peterson found $81,000 spent
on a giant plastic teeth and tooth-
brushes for safe and drug-free schools.
They said if children brush their teeth,
they are not going to do drugs. It went
to fund bicycle pumps. It funded sex
education consultants at Clemsford
High School in Massachusetts; they
spent $1,000 to present a compulsory at-
tendance on hot, sexy, and safer pro-
grams for students.

Fairfax County, just right next to us
here in Washington, DC, spent $176,000
for staff to spend a weekend on Mary-
land’s Eastern Shore. They spent funds
for lumber to build steps for an aero-
bics class and funded a field trip to
Deep Run Lodge for the board of edu-
cation.

That is not what the money is meant
for, Mr. Speaker, and that is what we
are changing, is getting the money
down to the local groups.

Commerce, Justice, and State appro-
priations, drug enforcement. My col-
leagues were talking about a study
into contra and drug dealings. What
Senator Dole has been campaigning
around the country with is that drug
use since the Clinton administration
started, the use in our high schools, is
up 143 percent, an increase. When Ron-
ald Reagan and George Bush were in
the White House, drug use went down
50 percent.

Yes, say no to drugs. With parents, it
worked. It helped. Was it the where-
withal? Absolutely not, but I think
there was an awareness that the Nation
had a problem.

Remember Noriega and the interdic-
tion that we used in Colombia and
other countries in stopping and going
after the drug cartels? That was effec-
tive. But is that by itself going to stop
the war that we have on drugs? Abso-
lutely not. Are treatment centers? In
our schools, are the safe and drug-free
schools and the DARE by themselves?
No. It takes a compromise of a lot of
different groups to make it work.

When we have a President his first
week in the White House who cuts the

drug czar from 154 staff to 25, and then
in his next statement on MTV makes a
statement, ‘‘I would have inhaled if I
could,’’ is that the message we want to
come across to our children in this Na-
tion?

Agents that are going out every day
in our schools say there is not a case
where the kids do not laugh and say,
well, the President does it. Is that the
message that we want to send to our
children? Is that the message that we
want to send with this nation’s highest
medical officer, Joycelyn Elders, who
came across and said she wanted to le-
galize drugs in this country? I do not
think that is the message we want to
send to our youth.

This President cut the Coast Guard.
One of our most effective stops of drugs
entering this country, especially in
Florida and in California, is through
our Coast Guard. He cut that $328 mil-
lion. We put the money back in, Mr.
Speaker.

Foreign operations, State Depart-
ment International Narcotics Control
Program. We increased it $35 million
that the President cut. DOD operations
was cut by the President. Where? For
drug interdiction.

When we take a look across the board
at where this administration has cut
drug interdiction, he even cut the
White House drug testing program.
And, just, what, 3 weeks ago, in the
Washington Times and the Washington
Post and papers across this country, it
was found out that in the White House
staff was using cocaine, heroin, and
hallucinogens. And, guess what, the
President did away with the White
House drug testing program before
that, even when he was warned by the
FBI that these people were going to go
on his staff. No wonder he took away
the drug testing program. And it is a
fact, it is not just a statement.

We have lost great support in our war
against drugs, Mr. Speaker, and Repub-
licans are putting that back. We ele-
vate the war threat in the National Se-
curity Council, restore funding for
interdiction efforts, restore funding on
the ONDCP staff for policy support lost
in 1993, restore for intelligence gather-
ing that we lost between 1993 and 1995.

So, yes, we have a critical problem.
When we talk to lawyers, Mr. Speaker,
and go to your lawyers in your local
district, and ask them what the No. 1
issue for juvenile justice, if they could
stop it, what would they do, and I bet
99 percent of them will say stop the
flow of drugs into our schools and into
our Nation.

And those that are on it, let us help
them get off it with our treatment cen-
ters. I know that personally because of
my own son who was in a drug treat-
ment center, Mr. Speaker, and it
worked. But when he checked in, the
staff there, Dr. Sambs, said, ‘‘Duke,
there is only about 10 percent of these
kids that are not going to come back
to this facility.’’

But we can save some of those kids.
My son was one of those: Drug free
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since 1986. And he even dates the
daughter of a judge, so I guess he has
to stay straight now. But it has been a
success program, and there are other
children like him across the Nation.

Mr. Speaker, we talk about education
and the importance. I taught and
coached at Hinsdale High School out-
side of Chicago. Evanston, Nutria are
two other very fine schools in this Na-
tion with good teachers. But you go
just a short distance away, Mr. Speak-
er, and you will go through 41⁄2 miles of
Federal housing projects. In that 41⁄2
miles, those kids do not carry books,
they carry guns. Their icons are pimps
and prostitutes and drug dealers.

The illegitimacy rate is above 50 per-
cent for those children. The only male
figure they ever see is an older male
that impregnates the unmarried daugh-
ter. That daughter has a child, then
they get welfare. And the only male
figure they see is that figure. And usu-
ally it is the grandmother that raises
the child.

And then if it is a male child, where
does that child end up? Where does he
go? Usually, the only family that many
of these kids have are gangs. And we
are seeing the problem in our country
of juvenile justice and juvenile delin-
quency grow exponentially across the
Nation.

So education, a hope for a job, put-
ting resources into education, not
wasting them on Federal bureaucracy,
and purporting to do that, I think, is a
noteworthy task, Mr. Speaker.

What have we done in this Congress?
The Speaker of the House holds up a
bucket of ice. The last icebox where
you had to put ice in it was in 1937, but
yet the Democrats have been, under
Democrat leadership for 40 years, have
been delivering ice to this body for 40
years, two times a day. Two times a
day. Do you know what that bucket of
ice cost? $500,000 a year.

Did we conduct a 5-year study? No.
Did we retrain the ice deliverers? No.
We just went cold turkey. We cut it.
And can we save dollars in this body,
Mr. Speaker? Absolutely. Right on
down the line. For parking places for
lobbyists that we cut. We cut the size
of the bureaucracy and sold a building
and saved taxpayer dollars. That buck-
et means about 400 families that can
receive the Bob Dole tax relief.
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And the Bob Dole tax relief, let us
take a look at it. A family of four, two
children, earning $30,000, will receive a
tax relief package of 86 percent of their
taxes are going to be eliminated, 86
percent. And under this administra-
tion, if the tax system continues with-
out the Bob Dole tax relief, you can
send that 86 percent tax increase right
to IRS.

We are going to rip it out by the
roots, Mr. Speaker. We are going to
have a safer, fairer tax for the Amer-
ican people because they do not want
to send the valuable dollars to Wash-
ington, DC and only get 23 cents back

on the dollar for education. They do
not want to send it to Washington, DC,
Mr. Speaker, and only get 30 cents of a
dollar back down to welfare recipients.
They want it effective.

They want a lean, mean government
that walks beside its people, that helps
them and gets off of their back. And
there is a legitimate reason to have
Federal help. Poor children. There is a
legitimate need in medical research for
AIDS and for cancer and Alzheimer’s
and other diseases.

States cannot do that, and that is
why the speaker was insistent that our
priority was to increase the dollars for
medical research in the HHS bill, de-
manded it. And in many cases we took
the dollars out of programs that some
of us did not want, but overall it was a
good program.

Mr. Speaker, in 2 years people say,
well, DUKE, is it really worth it to stay
in Congress? Is it really worth all of
the battles that you go through? And I
want to tell you it is one of the most
difficult things I have ever done includ-
ing fighting in combat for my country
because you make an honest effort.
You know a system, Medicare, is going
broke. My mother, who lives in Escon-
dido, is not going to have the system if
we do not preserve it and save it. My
little mom, my little Irish mom who
fits under my arm, you think we are
going to do anything to taint that? Or
my children in the future?

But yet if we do not save it, and add
the dollars that we need to over a pe-
riod of time, we go from $4,800 to $7,300.
That is not a cut, Mr. Speaker. And the
most difficult thing in this body is to
sit up and listen to all the dema-
goguery, to the smoke and mirrors, to
the scare tactics when someone is say-
ing you are cutting Medicare, when
someone is saying that you are cutting
education and what you are doing is
cutting their precious bureaucracy.

Why do the unions dump large
amounts, $35 million, into their cam-
paigns? Because they know and they
want a centralized government and the
power. What we want to do, Mr. Speak-
er, is turn that power away from the
Federal Government and turn it back
to the American people.

That is a vision. In that we can in-
crease education dollars, and we can do
the rest of the things that we purport
to do.

I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker. I
think that the American people, when
the elections are coming up on Novem-
ber 5, whether you are Republican or
Democrat, take a look at the issues
and take a look at the values, the char-
acter; take a look at the believability
of the system and what we are trying
to do. It is trying to make a better
America, to preserve Medicare, to pre-
serve the environment; not cut it but
to cut the Federal bureaucracy that is
taking away the dollars, that is taking
away the American dream.

Let us give the dollars back to the
pockets of the people so that we can
improve education and the other sys-
tems.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3666,
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 1997
Mr. LEWIS of California (during the

special order of the gentleman from
Connecticut, Mr. SHAYS) submitted the
following conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 3666) making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry
independent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1997,
and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 104–812)
The Committee of Conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
3666) ‘‘making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses,’’ having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 11, 60, 107, and 112.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 12, 13, 15, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23,
24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, 31, 32, 36, 37, 38, 39, 42, 44,
45, 46, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 61, 62, 63,
64, 65, 66, 69, 71, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79, 82, 85,
86, 87, 88, 90, 92, 93, 94, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101,
103, 104, 106, 108, 109, 110, 114, 115, 116, and
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 4:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 4, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $700,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 6, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $61,207,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 7, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $827,584,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 9:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 9, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert: $250,858,000, of
which $32,100,000 shall be for the replacement
hospital at Travis Air Force Base, Fairfield,
California, and shall not be released for obliga-
tion prior to January 1, 1998, unless action is
taken by Congress specifically making such
funds available, and all funds appropriated
under the above hearing are; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 10:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 10, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:
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In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-

ment, insert: $175,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 14, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:
DEVELOPMENT AND ADDITIONAL NEW SUBSIDIZED

HOUSING

For assistance for the purchase, construction,
acquisition, or development of additional public
and subsidized housing units for low income
families under the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended (‘‘the Act’’ herein) (42 U.S.C.
1437), not otherwise provided for, $1,039,000,000,
to remain available until expended: Provided,
That of the total amount provided under this
head, $645,000,000 shall be for capital advances,
including amendments to capital advance con-
tracts, for housing for the elderly, as authorized
by section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as
amended, and for project rental assistance, and
amendments to contracts for project rental as-
sistance, for supportive housing for the elderly
under section 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of
1959; and $194,000,000 shall be for capital ad-
vances, including amendments to capital ad-
vance contracts, for supportive housing for per-
sons with disabilities, as authorized by section
811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford-
able Housing Act, and for project rental assist-
ance, and amendments to contracts for project
rental assistance, for supportive housing for
persons with disabilities as authorized by sec-
tion 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act: Provided further, That
the Secretary may designate up to 25 percent of
the amounts earmarked under this paragraph
for section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act for tenant-based
assistance, as authorized under that section, in-
cluding such authority as may be waived under
the next proviso, which assistance is five years
in duration: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary may waive any provision of section 202 of
the Housing Act of 1959 and section 811 of the
National Affordable Housing Act (including the
provisions governing the terms and conditions of
project rental assistance and tenant-based as-
sistance) that the Secretary determines is not
necessary to achieve the objectives of these pro-
grams, or that otherwise impedes the ability to
develop, operate or administer projects assisted
under these programs, and may make provision
for alternative conditions or terms where appro-
priate: Provided further, That of the total
amount provided under this head $200,000,000
shall be for the development or acquisition cost
of public housing for Indian families, including
amounts for housing under the mutual help
homeownership opportunity program under sec-
tion 202 of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1437bb).

PREVENTION OF RESIDENT DISPLACEMENT

For activities and assistance to prevent the in-
voluntary displacement of low-income families,
the elderly and the disabled because of the loss
of affordable housing stock, expiration of sub-
sidy contracts (other than contracts for which
amounts are provided under the head ‘‘Preserv-
ing Existing Housing Investment’’) or expiration
of use restrictions, or other changes in housing
assistance arrangements, and for other pur-
poses, $4,640,000,000, to remain available until
expended: Provided, That of the total amount
provided under this head, $3,600,000,000 shall be
for assistance under the United States Housing
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) for use in connection
with expiring or terminating section 8 subsidy
contracts: Provided further, That the Secretary
may determine not to apply section 8 (o)(6)(B) of
the Act to housing vouchers during fiscal year
1997: Provided further, That of the total amount
provided under this head, $850,000,000 shall be
for amendments to section 8 contracts other

than contracts for projects developed under sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as amended:
Provided further, That of the total amount pro-
vided under this head, $190,000,000 shall be for
assistance under the United States Housing Act
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437) to relocate residents of
properties (i) that are owned by the Secretary
and being disposed of; (ii) that are discontinu-
ing section 8 project-based assistance; or (iii)
subject to special workout assistance team inter-
vention compliance actions; for the conversion
of section 23 projects to assistance under section
8; for funds to carry out the family unification
program; and for the relocation of witnesses in
connection with efforts to combat crime in pub-
lic and assisted housing pursuant to a request
from a law enforcement or prosecution agency:
Provided further, That of the total amount
made available under this head, $50,000,000
shall be made available to nonelderly disabled
families affected by the designation of a public
housing development under Section 7 of such
Act or the establishment of preferences in ac-
cordance with section 651 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C.
13611).

PRESERVING EXISTING HOUSING INVESTMENT

For operating, maintaining, revitalizing, reha-
bilitating, preserving, and protecting existing
housing developments for low income families,
the elderly, and the disabled, $5,750,000,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided, That
of the total amount made available under this
head, $2,900,000,000 shall be available for pay-
ments to public housing agencies and Indian
housing authorities for operating subsidies for
low-income housing projects as authorized by
section 9 of the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1437g): Provided
further, That of the total amount made avail-
able under this head, $2,500,000,000 shall be
available for modernization of existing public
housing projects as authorized under section 14
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 14371), of which $10,000,000
shall be for carrying out activities under section
6(j) of the United States Housing Act of 1937
and technical assistance for the inspection of
public housing units, contract expertise, and
training and technical assistance directly or in-
directly, under grants, contracts, or cooperative
agreements, to assist in the oversight and man-
agement of public and Indian housing (whether
or not the housing is being modernized with as-
sistance under this proviso) or tenant-based as-
sistance, including, but not limited to, an an-
nual resident survey, data collection and analy-
sis, training and technical assistance by or to
officials and employees of the department, and
of public housing agencies and to residents in
connection with the public and Indian housing
program: Provided further, That of the total
amount provided under this head, $350,000,000
shall be available for use in conjunction with
properties that are eligible for assistance under
the Low Income Housing Preservation and Resi-
dent Homeownership Act of 1990 (LIHPRHA) or
the Emergency Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion Act of 1987 (ELIHPA), of which $75,000,000
shall be available for obligation until March 1,
1997 for projects (1) that are subject to a repay-
ment or settlement agreement that was executed
between the owner and the Secretary prior to
September 1, 1995; (2) whose submissions were
delayed as a result of their locations in areas
that were designated as a Federal disaster area
in a Presidential Disaster Declaration; or (3)
whose processing was, in fact or in practical ef-
fect, suspended, deferred, or interrupted for a
period of twelve months or more because of dif-
fering interpretations, by the Secretary and an
owner or by the Secretary and a State or local
rent regulatory agency, concerning the timing of
filing eligibility or the effect of a presumptively
applicable State or local rent control law or reg-
ulation on the determination of preservation
value under section 213 of LIHPRHA, as amend-

ed, if the owner of such project filed notice of
intent to extend the low-income affordability re-
strictions of the housing, or transfer to a quali-
fied purchaser who would extend such restric-
tions, on or before November 1, 1993; and of
which, up to $100,000,000 may be used for rental
assistance to prevent displacement of families
residing in projects whose owners prepay their
mortgages; and the balance of which shall be
available from the effective date of this Act for
sales to preferred priority purchasers: Provided
further, That with the exception of projects de-
scribed in clauses (1), (2), or (3) of the preceding
proviso, the Secretary shall, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, suspend further
processing of preservation applications which
have not heretofore received approval of a plan
of action: Provided further, That $150,000,000 of
amounts recaptured from interest reduction pay-
ment contracts for section 236 projects whose
owners prepay their mortgages during fiscal
year 1997 shall be rescinded: Provided further,
That an owner of eligible low-income housing
may prepay the mortgage or request voluntary
termination of a mortgage insurance contract,
so long as said owner agrees not to raise rents
for sixty days after such prepayment: Provided
further, That such developments have been de-
termined to have preservation equity at least
equal to the lesser of $5,000 per unit or $500,000
per project or the equivalent of eight times the
most recently published monthly fair market
rent for the area in which the project is located
as the appropriate unit size for all of the units
in the eligible project: Provided further, That
the Secretary may modify the regulatory agree-
ment to permit owners and priority purchasers
to retain rental income in excess of the basic
rental charge in projects assisted under section
236 of the National Housing Act, for the purpose
of preserving the low and moderate income
character of the housing: Provided further,
That eligible low-income housing shall include
properties meeting the requirements of this para-
graph with mortgages that are held by the State
agency as a result of a sale by the Secretary
without insurance which immediately before the
sale would have been eligible low-income hous-
ing under LIHPRHA: Provided further, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
subject to the availability of appropriated
funds, each low-income family, and moderate-
income family who is elderly or disabled or is re-
siding in a low-vacancy area, residing in the
housing on the date of prepayment or voluntary
termination, and whose rent, as a result of a
rent increase occurring no later than one year
after the date of the prepayment, exceeds 30 per-
cent of adjusted income, shall be offered tenant-
based assistance in accordance with section 8 or
any successor program, under which the family
shall pay no less for rent than it paid on such
date: Provided further, That any family receiv-
ing tenant-based assistance under the preceding
proviso may elect (1) to remain in the unit of the
housing and if the rent exceeds the fair market
rent or payment standard, as applicable, the
rent shall be deemed to be the applicable stand-
ard, so long as the administering public housing
agency finds that the rent is reasonable in com-
parison with rents charged for comparable un-
assisted housing units in the market or (2) to
move from the housing and the rent will be sub-
ject to the fair market rent of the payment
standard, as applicable, under existing program
rules and procedures: Provided further, That
the tenant-based assistance made available
under the preceding two provisos are in lieu of
benefits provided in subsections 223(b), (c), and
(d) of the low Income Housing Preservation and
Resident Homeownership Act of 1990: Provided
further, That any sales shall be funded using
the capital grant available under section
220(d)(3)(A) of LIHPRHA: Provided further,
That any extensions shall be funded using a
non-interest-bearing capital (direct) loan by the
Secretary not in excess of the amount of the cost
of rehabilitation approved in the plan of action
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plus 65 percent of the property’s preservation
equity and under such other terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary may prescribe: Provided
further, That any capital grant shall be limited
to seven times, and any capital loan limited to
six times, the annual fair market rent for the
project, as determined using the fair market rent
for fiscal year 1997 for the areas in which the
project is located using the appropriate apart-
ment sizes and mix in the eligible project, except
where, upon the request of a priority purchaser,
the Secretary determines that a greater amount
is necessary and appropriate to preserve low-in-
come housing: Provided further, That section
241(f) of the National Housing Act is repealed
and insurance under such section shall not be
offered as an incentive under LIHPRHA and
ELIHPA: Provided further, That up to
$10,000,000 of the amount of $350,000,000 made
available by a preceding proviso in this para-
graph may be used at the discretion of the Sec-
retary to reimburse owners of eligible properties
for which plans of action were submitted prior
to the effective date of this Act, but were not ex-
ecuted for lack of available funds, with such re-
imbursement available only for documented
costs directly applicable to the preparation of
the plan of action as determined by the Sec-
retary, and shall be made available on terms
and conditions to be established by the Sec-
retary: Provided further, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, a priority purchaser
may utilize assistance under the HOME Invest-
ment Partnerships Act or the Low Income Hous-
ing Tax Credit; Provided further, That projects
with approved plans of action which exceed the
limitations on eligibility for funding imposed by
its Act may submit revised plans of action which
conform to these limitations by March 1, 1997
and retain the priority for funding otherwise
applicable from the original date of approval of
their plan of action, subject to securing any ad-
ditional necessary funding commitments by Au-
gust 1, 1997.

REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC
HOUSING

For grants to public housing agencies for as-
sisting in the demolition of obsolete public hous-
ing projects or portions thereof, the revitaliza-
tion (where appropriate) of sites (including re-
maining public housing units) on which such
projects are located, replacement housing which
will avoid or lessen concentrations of very low-
income families, and tenant-based assistance in
accordance with section 8 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937; and for providing replace-
ment housing and assisting tenants to be dis-
placed by the demolition, $550,000,000, to remain
available until expended, of which the Secretary
may use up to $2,500,000 for technical assist-
ance, to be provided directly or indirectly by
grants, contracts or cooperative agreements, in-
cluding training and cost of necessary travel for
participants in such training, by or to officials
and employees of the Department and of public
housing agencies and to residents: Provided,
That no funds appropriated in this title shall be
used for any purpose that is not provided for
herein, in the Housing Act of 1937, in the Appro-
priations Acts for Veterans Affairs, Housing and
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal years 1993, 1994, and 1995, and the
Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appro-
priations Act of 1996: Provided further, That
none of such funds shall be used directly or in-
directly by granting competitive advantage in
awards to settle litigation or pay judgments, un-
less expressly permitted herein: Provided fur-
ther, That, notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the funds made available to the Housing
Authority of New Orleans under HOPE VI for
purposes of Desire Homes, shall not be obligated
or expended for on-site construction until an
independent third party has determined wheth-
er the site is appropriate.

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME
HOUSING (INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For grants to public and Indian housing
agencies for use in eliminating crime in public
housing projects authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11901–
11908, for grants for federally assisted low-in-
come housing authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11909, and
for drug information clearinghouse services au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 11921–11925, $290,000,000,
to remain available until expended, $10,000,000
of which shall be for grants, technical assist-
ance, contracts and other assistance training,
program assessment, and execution for or on be-
half of public housing agencies and resident or-
ganizations (including the cost of necessary
travel for participants in such training),
$5,000,000 of which shall be used in connection
with efforts to combat violent crime in public
and assisted housing under the Operation Safe
Home program administered by the Inspector
General of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and $5,000,000 of which
shall be provided to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral for Operation Safe Home: Provided further,
That the term ‘‘drug-related crime’’, as defined
in 42 U.S.C. 11905(2), shall also include other
types of crime as determined by the Secretary:
Provided further, That notwithstanding section
5130(c) of the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 (42
U.S.C. 11909(c)), the Secretary may determine
not to use any such funds to provide public
housing youth sports grants.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 16:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 16, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $67,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 18:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 18, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

Of the Amount provided under this heading,
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may use up to $60,000,000 for grants to
public housing agencies (including Indian hous-
ing authorities), nonprofit corporations, and
other appropriate entities for a supportive serv-
ice program to assist residents of public and as-
sisted housing, former residents of such housing
receiving tenant-based assistance under section
8 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f), and other low-
income families and individuals to become self-
sufficient: Provided, That the program shall
provide supportive services, principally for the
benefit of public housing residents, to the elder-
ly and the disabled, and to families with chil-
dren where the head of household would benefit
for the receipt of supportive services and in
working, seeking work, or in preparing for work
by participating in job training or educational
programs: Provided further, That the supportive
services may include congregate services for the
elderly and disabled, service coordinators, and
coordinated educational, training, and other
supportive services, including academic skills
training, job search assistance, assistance relat-
ed to retaining employment, vocational and en-
trepreneurship development and support pro-
grams, transportation, and child care: Provided
further, That the Secretary shall require appli-
cations to demonstrate firm commitments of
funding or services from other sources: Provided
further, That the Secretary shall select public
and Indian housing agencies to receive assist-
ance under this head on a competitive basis,
taking into account the quality of the proposed
program (including any innovative approaches,
the extent of the proposed coordination of sup-
portive services, the extent of commitments of
funding or services from other sources, the ex-
tent to which the proposed program includes

reasonably achievable, quantifiable goals for
measuring performance under the program over
a three-year period, the extent of success an
agency has had in carrying out other com-
parable initiatives, and other appropriate cri-
teria established by the Secretary): Provided
further, That from the foregoing $60,000,000, up
to $5,000,000 shall be available for the Tenant
Opportunity Program, and up to $5,000,000 shall
be available for the Moving to Work Demonstra-
tion for public housing families.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 20:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 20, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $30,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 29:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 29, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:
$976,840,000, of which $15,000,000 may be used
for additional retraining, relocation, permanent
change of station, and other activities related to
downsizing only upon submission of a detailed
and specific, multi-year downsizing plan to the
Committee on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate, and; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 33:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 33, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $15,500,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 34:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 34, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 201. EXTENDERS.—(a) PUBLIC HOUSING
FUNDING FLEXIBILITY.—Section 201(a)(2) of the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996 is amended
by striking ‘‘1996’’ and inserting ‘‘1997’’.

(b) ONE-FOR-ONE REPLACEMENT OF PUBLIC
AND INDIAN HOUSING.—Section 1002(d) of Public
Law 104–19 is amended by striking ‘‘before Sep-
tember 30, 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘on or before
September 30, 1997’’.

(c) PUBLIC AND ASSISTED HOUSING RENTS, IN-
COME ADJUSTMENTS, AND PREFERENCES.—(1)(A)
Section 402(a) of The Balanced Budget Down-
payment Act, I is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘effective for fiscal year 1996
and no later than October 30, 1995’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘and subsection (f) of this section, effective
for fiscal year 1997’’;

(ii) in paragraphs (1), (2), and (4), by striking
‘‘not less than $25, and may require a minimum
monthly rent of’’; and

(iii) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘not less
than $25 for the unit, and may require a mini-
mum monthly rent of’’.

(B) Section 230 of Public Law 104–134 is here-
by repealed.

(2) Section 402(f) of The Balanced Budget
Downpayment Act, I is amended by striking
‘‘fiscal year 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years
1996 and 1997’’.

(d) APPLICABILITY TO IHAS.—In accordance
with section 201(b)(2) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, the amendments made by sub-
sections (a), (b), and (c) shall apply to public
housing developed or operated pursuant to a
contract between the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development and an Indian housing au-
thority.
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(e) STREAMLINING SECTION 8 TENANT-BASED

ASSISTANCE.—Section 203(d) of the Departments
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1996 is amended by striking ‘‘fis-
cal year 1996’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 1996
and 1997’’.

(f) SECTION 8 FAIR MARKET RENTALS AND
DELAY IN REISSUANCE.—(1) The first sentence of
section 403(a) of the Balanced Budget Down-
payment Act, I, is amended by striking ‘‘1996’’
and inserting ‘‘1997’’.

(2) Section 403(c) of such Act is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 1996’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘fiscal years 1996 and 1997’’; and
(B) by inserting before the semicolon the fol-

lowing: ‘‘for assistance made available during
fiscal year 1996 and October 1, 1997 for assist-
ance made available during fiscal year 1997’’.

(g) SECTION 8 RENT ADJUSTMENTS.—Section
8(c)(2)(A) of the United States Housing Act of
1937 is amended—

(1) in the third sentence by inserting ‘‘, fiscal
year 1996 prior to April 26, 1996, and fiscal year
1997’’ after ‘‘1995’’;

(2) in the fourth sentence, by striking ‘‘For’’
and inserting ‘‘Except for assistance under the
certificate program, for’’;

(3) after the fourth sentence, by inserting the
following new sentence: ‘‘In the case of assist-
ance under the certificate program, 0.01 shall be
subtracted from the amount of the annual ad-
justment factor (except that the factor shall not
be reduced to less than 1.0), and the adjusted
rent shall not exceed the rent for a comparable
unassisted unit of similar quality, type, and age
in the market area.’’; and

(4) in the last sentence, by—
(A) striking ‘‘sentence’’ and inserting ‘‘two

sentences’’; and
(B) inserting ‘‘, fiscal year 1996 prior to April

26, 1996, and fiscal year 1997’’ after ‘‘1995’’.
And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 35:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 35, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

At the end of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert the following: Any grant
or assistance made under this section shall be
made in accordance with section 102 of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
Reform Act of 1989 on a competitive basis.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 40:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 40, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 210. (a) FINANCING ADJUSTMENT FAC-
TORS.—Fifty per centum of the amounts of
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 per cen-
tum of the cash amounts associated with such
budget authority, that are recaptured from
projects described in section 1012(a) of the Stew-
art B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Amend-
ments Act of 1988 (Public Law 100–628, 102 Stat.
3224, 3268) shall be rescinded, or in the case of
cash, shall be remitted to the Treasury, and
such amounts of budget authority or cash re-
captured and not rescinded or remitted to the
Treasury shall be used by State housing finance
agencies or local governments or local housing
agencies with projects approved by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development for
which settlement occurred after January 1, 1992,
in accordance with such section.

(b) In addition to amounts otherwise provided
by this Act, $464,442 is appropriated to the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
for payment to the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy, in lieu of amounts lost to such agency in
bond refinancings during 1994, for its use in ac-
cordance with subsection (a).

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 41:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 41, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:
SEC. 211. SECTION 8 CONTRACT RENEWAL AU-

THORITY.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion—
(1) the term ‘‘expiring contract’’ means a con-

tract for project-based assistance under section 8
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 that
expires during fiscal year 1997;

(2) the term ‘‘family’’ has the same meaning
as in section 3(b) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937;

(3) the term ‘‘multifamily housing project’’
means a property consisting of more than 4
dwelling units that is covered in whole or in
part by a contract for project-based assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937;

(4) the term ‘‘owner’’ has the same meaning as
in section 8(f) of the United States Housing Act
of 1937;

(5) the term ‘‘project-based assistance’’ means
rental assistance under section 8 of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 that is attached to a
multifamily housing project;

(6) the term ‘‘public agency’’ means a State
housing finance agency, a local housing agency,
or other agency with a public purpose and sta-
tus;

(7) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development; and

(8) the term ‘‘tenant-based assistance’’ has the
same meaning as in section 8(f) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937.

(b) SECTION 8 CONTRACT RENEWAL AUTHOR-
ITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
405(a) of the Balanced Budget Downpayment
Act, I, upon the request of the owner of a multi-
family housing project that is covered by an ex-
piring contract, the Secretary shall use amounts
made available for the renewal of assistance
under section 8 of the United States Housing
Act of 1937 to renew the expiring contract as
project-based assistance for a period of not more
than 1 year, at rent levels that are equal to
those under the expiring contract as of the date
of which the contract expires, provided that
those rent levels do not exceed 120 percent of the
fair market rent for the market area in which
the project is located. For a FHA-insured multi-
family housing project with an expiring contract
at rent levels that exceed 120 percent of the fair
market rent for the market area, the Secretary
shall provide, at the request of the owner, sec-
tion 8 project-based assistance, for a period of
not more than 1 year, at rent levels that do not
exceed 120 percent of the fair market rent.

(2) EXEMPTION FOR STATE AND LOCAL HOUSING
AGENCY PROJECTS.—Notwithstanding paragraph
(1), upon the expiration of a contract with rent
levels that exceed the percentage described in
that paragraph, if the Secretary determines that
the primary financing or mortgage insurance for
the multifamily housing project that is covered
by that expiring contract was provided by a
public agency, the Secretary shall, at the re-
quest of the owner and the public agency, renew
the expiring contract—

(A) for a period of not more than 1 year; and
(B) at rent levels that are equal to those under

the expiring contract as of the date on which
the contract expires.

(3) Section 202, Section 811, and Section 515
Projects. Notwithstanding paragraph (1), for
section 202 projects, section 811 projects and sec-
tion 515 projects, upon the expiration of a sec-
tion 8 contract, the Secretary shall, at the re-
quest of the owner, renew the expiring con-
tract—

(A) for a period of not more than 1 year; and
(B) at rent levels that are equal to those under

the expiring contract as of the date on which
the contract expires.

(4) OTHER CONTRACTS.—
(A) PARTICIPATION IN DEMONSTRATION.—For a

contract covering an FHA-insured multifamily
housing project that expires during fiscal year
1997 with rent levels that exceed the percentage
described in paragraph (1) and after notice to
the tenants, the Secretary shall, at the request
of the owner of the project and after notice to
the tenants, include that multifamily housing
project in the demonstration program under sec-
tion 212 of this Act. The Secretary shall ensure
that a multifamily housing project with an ex-
piring contract in fiscal year 1997 shall be al-
lowed to be included in the demonstration.

(B) EFFECT OF MATERIAL ADVERSE ACTIONS OR
OMISSIONS.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1) or
any other provision of law, the Secretary shall
not renew an expiring contract if the Secretary
determines that the owner of the multifamily
housing project has engaged in material adverse
financial or managerial actions or omissions
with regard to the project (or with regard to
other similar projects if the Secretary determines
that such actions or omissions constitute a pat-
tern of mismanagement that would warrant sus-
pension or debarment by the Secretary).

(C) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—For properties
disqualified from the demonstration program be-
cause of actions by an owner or purchaser in
accordance with subparagraph (B), the Sec-
retary shall establish procedures to facilitate the
voluntary sale or transfer of the property, with
a preference for tenant organizations and ten-
ant-endorsed community-based nonprofit and
public agency purchasers meeting such reason-
able qualifications as may be established by the
Secretary. The Secretary may include the trans-
fer of section 8 project-based assistance.

(5) TENANT PROTECTIONS.—Any family resid-
ing in an assisted unit in a multifamily housing
project that is covered by an expiring contract
that is not renewed, shall be offered tenant-
based assistance before the date on which the
contract expires or is not renewed.
SEC. 212. FHA MULTIFAMILY DEMONSTRATION

AUTHORITY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) REPEAL.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 210 of the Depart-

ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development and Independent Agencies
Appropriations Act, 1996 (110 Stat. 1321) is re-
pealed.

(B) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding the repeal
under subparagraph (A), amounts made avail-
able under section 210(f) the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1996 shall remain available for the
demonstration program under this section
through the end of fiscal year 1997.

(2) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to affect any commit-
ment entered into before the date of enactment
of this Act under the demonstration program
under section 210 of the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and Independent Agencies Appropriations
Act, 1996.

(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(A) the term ‘‘demonstration program’’ means
the program established under subsection (b);

(B) the term ‘‘expiring contract’’ means a con-
tract for project-based assistance under section 8
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 that
expires during fiscal year 1997;

(C) the term ‘‘family’’ has the same meaning
as in section 3(b) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937;

(D) the term ‘‘multifamily housing project’’
means a property consisting of more than 4
dwelling units that is covered in whole or in
part by a contract for project-based assistance;

(E) the term ‘‘owner’’ has the same meaning
as in section 8(f) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937;

(F) the term ‘‘project-based assistance’’ means
rental assistance under section 8 of the United
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States Housing Act of 1937 that is attached to a
multifamily housing project;

(G) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development; and

(H) the term ‘‘tenant-based assistance’’ has
the same meaning as in section 8(f) of the Unit-
ed States Housing Act of 1937.

(b) DEMONSTRATION AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the funding limi-

tation in subsection (l), the Secretary shall ad-
minister a demonstration program with respect
to multifamily projects—

(A) whose owners agree to participate;
(B) with rents on units assisted under section

8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 that
are, in the aggregate, in excess of 120 percent of
the fair market rent of the market area in which
the project is located; and

(C) the mortgages of which are insured under
the National Housing Act.

(2) PURPOSE.—The demonstration program
shall be designed to obtain as much information
as is feasible on the economic viability and re-
habilitation needs of the multifamily housing
projects in the demonstration, to test various ap-
proaches for restructuring mortgages to reduce
the financial risk to the FHA Insurance Fund
while reducing the cost of section 8 subsidies,
and to test the feasibility and desirability of—

(A) ensuring, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, that the debt service and operating ex-
penses, including adequate reserves, attributable
to such multifamily projects can be supported at
the comparable market rent with or without
mortgage insurance under the National Housing
Act and with or without additional section 8
rental subsidies;

(B) utilizing section 8 rental assistance, while
taking into account the capital needs of the
projects and the need for adequate rental assist-
ance to support the low- and very low-income
families residing in such projects; and

(C) preserving low-income rental housing af-
fordability and availability while reducing the
long-term cost of section 8 rental assistance.

(c) GOALS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry

out the demonstration program in a manner
that will protect the financial interests of the
Federal Government through debt restructuring
and subsidy reduction and, in the least costly
fashion, address the goals of—

(A) maintaining existing affordable housing
stock in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;

(B) minimizing the involuntary displacement
of tenants;

(C) taking into account housing market condi-
tions;

(D) encouraging responsible ownership and
management of property;

(E) minimizing any adverse income tax impact
on property owners; and

(F) minimizing any adverse impacts on resi-
dential neighborhoods and local communities.

(2) BALANCE OF COMPETING GOALS.—In deter-
mining the manner in which a mortgage is to be
restructured or a subsidy reduced under this
subsection, the Secretary may balance compet-
ing goals relating to individual projects in a
manner that will further the purposes of this
section.

(d) PARTICIPATION ARRANGEMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In carrying out the dem-

onstration program, the Secretary may enter
into participation arrangements with designees,
under which the Secretary may provide for the
assumption by designees (by delegation, by con-
tract, or otherwise) of some or all of the func-
tions, obligations, responsibilities and benefits
of the Secretary.

(2) DESIGNEES.—In entering into any arrange-
ment under this subsection, the Secretary shall
select state housing finance agencies, housing
agencies or nonprofits (separately or in conjunc-
tion with each other) to act as designees to the
extent such agencies are determined to be quali-
fied by the Secretary. In locations where there is
no qualified state housing finance agency,

housing agency or nonprofit to act as a des-
ignee, the Secretary may act as a designee. Each
participation arrangement entered into under
this subsection shall include a designee as the
primary partner. Any organization selected by
the Secretary under this section shall have a
long-term record of service in providing low-in-
come housing and meet standards of fiscal re-
sponsibility, as determined by the Secretary.

(3) DESIGNEE PARTNERSHIPS.—For purposes of
any participation arrangement under this sub-
section, designees are encouraged to develop
partnerships with each other, and to contract or
subcontract with other entities, including—

(A) public housing agencies;
(B) financial institutions;
(C) mortgage servicers;
(D) nonprofit and for-profit housing organiza-

tions;
(E) the Federal National Mortgage Associa-

tion;
(F) the Federal Home Loan Mortgage Cor-

poration;
(G) Federal Home Loan Banks; and
(H) other State or local mortgage insurance

companies or bank lending consortia.
(e) LONG-TERM AFFORDABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—After the renewal of a sec-

tion 8 contract pursuant to a restructuring
under this section, the owner shall accept each
offer to renew the section 8 contract, for a pe-
riod of 20 years from the date of the renewal
under the demonstration, if the offer to renew is
on terms and conditions, as agreed to by Sec-
retary or designee and the owner under a re-
structuring.

(2) AFFORDABILITY REQUIREMENTS.—Except as
otherwise provided by the Secretary, in ex-
change for any mortgage restructuring under
this section, a project shall remain affordable
for a period of not less than 20 years. Afford-
ability requirements shall be determined in ac-
cordance with guidelines established by the Sec-
retary or designee. The Secretary or designee
may waive these requirements for good cause.

(f) PROCEDURES.—
(1) NOTICE OF PARTICIPATION IN DEMONSTRA-

TION.—Not later than 45 days before the date of
expiration of an expiring contract (or such later
date, as determined by the Secretary, for good
cause), the owner of the multifamily housing
project covered by that expiring contract shall
notify the Secretary or designee and the resi-
dents of the owner’s intent to participate in the
demonstration program.

(2) DEMONSTRATION CONTRACT.—Upon receipt
of a notice under paragraph (1), the owner and
the Secretary or designee shall enter into a dem-
onstration contract, which shall provide for ini-
tial section 8 project-based rents at the same
rent levels as those under the expiring contract
or, if practical, the budget-based rent to cover
debt service, reasonable operating expenses (in-
cluding reasonable and appropriate services),
and a reasonable return to the owner, as deter-
mined solely by the Secretary. The demonstra-
tion contract shall be for the minimum term nec-
essary for the rents and mortgages of the multi-
family housing project to be restructured under
the demonstration program, but shall not be for
a period of time to exceed 180 days, unless ex-
tended for good cause by the Secretary.

(g) PROJECT-BASED SECTION 8.—The Secretary
shall renew all expiring contracts under the
demonstration as section 8 project-based con-
tracts, for a period of time not to exceed 1 year,
unless otherwise provided under subsection (h).

(h) DEMONSTRATION ACTIONS.—
(1) DEMONSTRATION ACTIONS.—For purposes of

carrying out the demonstration program, and in
order to ensure that contract rights are not ab-
rogated, subject to such third party consents as
are necessary (if any), including consent by the
Government National Mortgage Association if it
owns a mortgage insured by the Secretary, con-
sent by an issuer under the mortgage-backed se-
curities program of the Association, subject to
the responsibilities of the issuer to its security

holders an the Association under such program,
and consent by parties to any contractual
agreement which the Secretary proposes to mod-
ify or discontinue, the Secretary or, except with
respect to subparagraph (B), designee, subject to
the funding limitation in subsection (l), shall
take not less than 1 of the actions specified in
subparagraphs (G), (H), and (I) and may take
any of the following actions:

(A) REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with the purposes

of this section, subject to the agreement of the
owner of the project and after consultation with
the tenants of the project, the Secretary or des-
ignee may remove, relinquish, extinguish, mod-
ify, or agree to the removal of any mortgage,
regulatory agreement, project-based assistance
contract, use agreement, or restriction that had
been imposed or required by the Secretary, in-
cluding restrictions on distributions of income
which the Secretary or designee determines
would interfere with the ability of the project to
operate without above-market rents.

(ii) ACCUMULATED RESIDUAL RECEIPTS.—The
Secretary or designee may require an owner of a
property assisted under the section 8 new con-
struction/substantial rehabilitation program
under the United States Housing Act of 1937 to
apply any accumulated residual receipts toward
effecting the purposes of this section.

(B) REINSURANCE.—With respect to not more
than 5,000 units within the demonstration dur-
ing fiscal year 1997, the Secretary may enter
into contracts to purchase reinsurance, or enter
into participations or otherwise transfer eco-
nomic interest in contracts of insurance or in
the premiums paid, or due to be paid, on such
insurance, on such terms and conditions as the
Secretary may determine. Any contract entered
into under this paragraph shall require that
any associated units be maintained as low-in-
come units for the life of the mortgages, unless
waived by the Secretary for good cause.

(C) PARTICIPATION BY THIRD PARTIES.—The
Secretary or designee may enter into such agree-
ment, provide such concessions, incur such
costs, make such grants (including grants to
cover all or a portion of the rehabilitation costs
for a project) and other payments, and provide
other valuable consideration as may reasonably
be necessary for owners, lenders, services, third
parties, and other entities to participate in the
demonstration program. The Secretary may es-
tablish performance incentives for designees.

(D) SECTION 8 ADMINISTRATIVE FEES.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary may make fees available from the sec-
tion 8 contract renewal appropriation to a des-
ignee for contract administration under section
8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 for
purposes of any contract restructured or re-
newed under the demonstration program.

(E) FULL OR PARTIAL PAYMENT OF CLAIM.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary may make a full payment of claim or
partial payment of claim prior to default.

(F) CREDIT ENHANCEMENT.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or designee

may provide FHA multifamily mortgage insur-
ance, reinsurance, or other credit enhancement
alternatives, including retaining the existing
FHA mortgage insurance on a restructured first
mortgage at market value or using the multifam-
ily risk-sharing mortgage programs, as provided
under section 542 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992. Any limitations
on the number of units available for mortgage
insurance under section 542 shall not apply to
insurance issued for purposes of the demonstra-
tion program.

(ii) MAXIMUM PERCENTAGE.—During fiscal
year 1997, not more than 25 percent of the units
in multifamily housing projects with expiring
contracts in the demonstration, in the aggre-
gate, may be restructured without FHA insur-
ance, unless otherwise agreed to by the owner of
a project.

(iii) CREDIT SUBSIDY.—Any credit subsidy
costs of providing mortgage insurance shall be
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paid from amounts made available under sub-
section (l).

(G) MORTGAGE RESTRUCTURING.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or designee

may restructure mortgages to provide a restruc-
tured first mortgage to cover debt service and
operating expenses (including a reasonable rate
of return to the owner) at the market rent, and
a second mortgage equal to the difference be-
tween the restructured first mortgage and the
mortgage balance of the eligible multifamily
housing project at the time of restructuring.

(ii) CREDIT SUBSIDY.—Any credit subsidy costs
of providing a second mortgage shall be paid
from amounts made available under subsection
(l).

(H) DEBT FORGIVENESS.—The Secretary or des-
ignee, for good cause and at the request of the
owner of a multifamily housing project, may
forgive at the time of the restructuring of a
mortgage any portion of a debt on the project
that exceeds the market value of the project.

(I) BUDGET-BASED RENTS.—The Secretary or
designee may renew an expiring contract, in-
cluding a contract for a project in which operat-
ing costs exceed comparable market rents, for a
period of not more than 1 year, at a budget-
based rent that covers debt service, reasonable
operating expenses (including all reasonable
and appropriate services), and a reasonable rate
of return to the owner, as determined solely by
the Secretary, provided that the contract does
not exceed the rent levels under the expiring
contract. The Secretary may establish a pref-
erence under the demonstration program for
budget-based rents for unique housing projects,
such as projects designated for occupancy by el-
derly families and projects in rural areas.

(J) SECTION 8 TENANT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—For
not more than 10 percent of units in multifamily
housing projects that have had their mortgages
restructured in any fiscal year under the dem-
onstration, the Secretary or designee may pro-
vide, with the agreement of an owner and in
consultation with the tenants of the housing,
section 8 tenant-based assistance for some or all
of the assisted units in a multifamily housing
project in lieu of section 8 project-based assist-
ance. Section 8 tenant-based assistance may
only be provided where the Secretary determines
and certifies that there is adequate available
and affordable housing within the local area
and that tenants will be able to use the section
8 tenant-based assistance successfully.

(2) OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, an owner of a
project in the demonstration must accept any
reasonable offer made by the Secretary or a des-
ignee under this subsection. An owner may ap-
peal the reasonableness of any offer to the Sec-
retary and the Secretary shall respond within 30
days of the date of appeal with a final offer. If
the final offer is not acceptable, the owner may
opt out of the program.

(i) COMMUNITY AND TENANT INPUT.—In carry-
ing out this section, the Secretary shall develop
procedures to provide appropriate and timely
notice, including an opportunity for comment
and timely access to all relevant information, to
officials of the unit of general local government
affected, the community in which the project is
situated, and the tenants of the project.

(j) TRANSFER OF PROPERTY.—The Secretary
shall establish procedures to facilitate the vol-
untary sale or transfer of multifamily housing
projects under the demonstration to tenant or-
ganizations and tenant-endorsed community-
based nonprofit and public agency purchasers
meeting such reasonable qualifications as may
be established by the Secretary.

(k) LIMITATION ON DEMONSTRATION AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary shall carry out the dem-
onstration program with respect to mortgages
not to exceed 50,000 units.

(l) FUNDING.—In addition to the $30,000,000
made available under section 210 of the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development and Independent Agencies

Appropriations Act, 1996 (110 Stat. 1321), for the
costs (including any credit subsidy costs associ-
ated with providing direct loans or mortgage in-
surance) of modifying and restructuring loans
held or guaranteed by the Federal Housing Ad-
ministration, as authorized under this section,
$10,000,000 is hereby appropriated, to remain
available until September 30, 1998.

(m) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) QUARTERLY REPORTS.—Not less than every

3 months, the Secretary shall submit to the Con-
gress a report describing and assessing the sta-
tus of the projects in the demonstration pro-
gram.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 6 months
after the end of the demonstration program, the
Secretary shall submit to the Congress a final
report on the demonstration program.

(2) CONTENTS.—Each report submitted under
paragraph (1)(A) shall include a description
of—

(A) each restructuring proposal submitted by
an owner of a multifamily housing project, in-
cluding a description of the physical, financial,
tenancy, and market characteristics of the
project;

(B) the Secretary’s evaluation and reasons for
each multifamily housing project selected or re-
jected for participation in the demonstration
program;

(C) the costs to the FHA General Insurance
and Special Risk Insurance funds;

(D) the subsidy costs provided before and after
restructuring;

(E) the actions undertaken in the demonstra-
tion program, including the third party arrange-
ments made; and

(F) the demonstration program’s impact on
the owners of the projects, including any tax
consequences.

(3) CONTENTS OF FINAL REPORT.—The report
submitted under paragraph (1)(B) shall in-
clude—

(A) the required contents under paragraph
(2); and

(B) any findings and recommendations for
legislative action.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 43:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 43, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:
SEC. 214. USES OF CERTAIN ASSISTED HOUSING

AMOUNTS.
(a) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary

may transfer recaptured section 8 amounts from
the Annual Contributions for Assisted Housing
account under Public Law 104–134 (approved
April 26, 1996; 110 Stat. 1321, 1321–265) and prior
laws to the accounts and for the purposes set
forth in subsection (b). The amounts transferred
under this section shall be made available for
use as prescribed under this section notwith-
standing section 8(bb) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937.

(b) RECEIVING ACCOUNTS.—
(1) PREVENTION OF RESIDENT DISPLACEMENT.—

The Secretary may transfer to the Prevention of
Resident Displacement account an amount up to
$50,000,000, in addition to amounts in such ac-
count, that may be used to renew, under exist-
ing terms and conditions, existing project-based
section 8 contracts in effect before a Plan of Ac-
tion was approved, so that these contracts ex-
pire 5 years from the date on which funds were
obligated for the Plan of Action approved under
the Low Income Housing Preservation and Resi-
dent Homeownership Act of 1990 or the Emer-
gency Low-Income Housing Preservation Act of
1987. The Secretary shall transfer all amounts
that the Secretary determines to be necessary for
fiscal year 1997 for the purposes of this para-
graph before transferring any amounts under
any other paragraph in this subsection.

(2) HOPWA.—The Secretary may transfer to
the Housing Opportunities For Persons With
AIDS account up to $25,000,000, for use in addi-
tion to amounts appropriated in such account.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 47:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 47, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:
SEC. 218. ACCOUNT TRANSITION.

The amounts of obligated balances in appro-
priations accounts, as set forth in title II of the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing
and Urban Development, and Independent
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1996 and prior
Acts that are recaptured hereafter, to the extent
not governed by the specific language in an ac-
count or provision in this Act, shall be held in
reserve subject to reprogramming, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law.
SEC. 219. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN PROPERTIES.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
rehabilitation activities undertaken in projects
using the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit allo-
cated to developments in the City of New Bruns-
wick, New Jersey, in 1991, are deemed to have
met the requirements for rehabilitation in ac-
cordance with clause (ii) of the third sentence of
section 8(d)(2)(A) of the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as in effect before the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 220. AMENDMENT RELATING TO COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE.
Section 105(a) of the Housing and Community

Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5305(a)(8)) is
amended by striking ‘‘through 1997’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘through 1998’’.
SEC. 221. SECTION 236 PROGRAM AMENDMENTS.

(a) Section 236(f)(1) of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-1), as amended by section
405(d)(1) of the Balanced Budget Downpayment
Act, I, and by section 228(a) of The Balanced
Budget Downpayment Act, II, is amended—

(1) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘the
lower of (i)’’;

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘or (ii)
the fair market rental established under section
8(c) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 for
the market area in which the housing is located,
or (iii) the actual rent (as determined by the
Secretary) paid for a comparable unit in com-
parable unassisted housing in the market area
in which the housing assisted under this section
is located, ’’; and

(3) by inserting after the second sentence the
following:

‘‘However, in the case of a project which con-
tains more than 5,000 units, is subject to an in-
terest reduction payments contract, and is fi-
nanced under a State or local program, the Sec-
retary may reduce the rental charge ceiling, but
in no case shall the rent be below basic rent. For
plans of action approved for Capital Grants
under the Low-Income Housing Preservation
and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990
(LIHPRHA) or the Emergency Low Income
Housing Preservation Act of 1987 (ELIHPA), the
rental charge for each dwelling unit shall be at
the basic rental charge or such greater amount,
not exceeding the lower of (i) the fair market
rental charge determined pursuant to this para-
graph, or (ii) the actual rent paid for a com-
parable unit in comparable unassisted housing
in the market area in which the housing as-
sisted under this section is located, as represents
30 percent of the tenant’s adjusted income, but
in no case shall the rent be below basic rent.’’.

(b) Section 236(b) of the National Housing Act
is amended by adding the following new para-
graph at the end:

‘‘(7) The Secretary shall determine whether
and under what conditions the provisions of
this subsection shall apply to mortgages sold by
the Secretary on a negotiated basis.’’.
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(c) Section 236(g) of the National Housing Act

is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(g) The project owner shall, as required by

the Secretary, accumulate, safeguard, and peri-
odically pay the Secretary or such other entity
as determined by the Secretary and upon such
terms and conditions as the Secretary deems ap-
propriate, all rental charges collected on a unit-
by-unit basis in excess of the basic rental
charges. Unless otherwise directed by the Sec-
retary, such excess charges shall be credited to
a reserve fund to be used by the Secretary to
make additional assistance payments as pro-
vided in paragraph (3) of subsection (f). How-
ever, a project owner with a mortgage insured
under this section may retain some or all of such
excess charges for project use if authorized by
the Secretary and upon such terms and condi-
tions as established by the Secretary.’’.

And, the matter under the heading ‘‘Fair
housing and equal opportunity, fair housing
activities’’, on page 35, line 22, through page
36, line 5 of the House engrossed bill is
amended to read as follows: For contracts,
grants, and other assistance, not otherwise pro-
vided for, as authorized by title VIII of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968, as amended by the Fair
Housing Amendments Act of 1988, and section
561 of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1987, as amended, $30,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 1998, of which
$15,000,000 shall be to carry out activities pursu-
ant to section 561. No funds made available
under this heading shall be used to lobby the ex-
ecutive or legislative branches of the Federal
Government in connection with a specific con-
tract, grant or loan.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 57:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 57, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert: $542,000,000; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 58:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 58, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert: $1,710,000,000; and
the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 59:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 59, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $87,220,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 67:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 67, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $2,875,207,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 68:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 68, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $1,900,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 70:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 70, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:
$136,000,000 for making grants for the construc-
tion of wastewater and water treatment facili-
ties and the development of groundwater in ac-

cordance with the terms and conditions speci-
fied for such grants in the conference report and
joint explanatory statement of the committee of
conference accompanying this Act (H.R. 3666); ;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 72:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 72, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $1,900,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 80:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 80, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: : Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of this paragraph,
amounts appropriated herein shall be available
for obligation on October 1, 1996: Provided fur-
ther, That the Director of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) shall sub-
mit to the appropriate committees of Congress
within 120 days of enactment of this Act a com-
prehensive report on FEMA’s plans to reduce
disaster relief expenditures and improve man-
agement controls on the Disaster Relief Fund;
and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 81:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 81, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $167,500,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 83:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 83, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In Lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $206,701,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 84:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 84, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert: The first sentence of sec-
tion 1376(c) of the National Flood Insurance Act
of 1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4127(c)), is
amended by striking all after ‘‘this subsection’’
and inserting ‘‘such sums as may be necessary
through September 30, 1997 for studies under
this title.’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 89:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 89, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following: Upon the
determination by the Administrator that such
action is necessary, the Administrator may, with
the approval of the Office of Management and
Budget, transfer not to exceed $177,000,000 of
funds made available in this Act to the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration for the
International Space Station between ‘‘Science,
aeronautics and technology’’ and ‘‘Human
space flight’’, to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same purposes, and for the same
time period, as the appropriation to which
transferred: Provided, That such authority to
transfer may not be used unless for higher prior-
ity items than those for which originally appro-
priated: Provided further, That the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration shall notify the Congress
promptly of all transfers made pursuant to this
authority.

And the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 91:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 91, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment, insert: $619,000,000; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 95:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 95, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

SEC. 421. (a) The purpose of this section is to
provide for the special needs of certain children
of Vietnam veterans who were born with the
birth defect spina bifida, possibly as the result
of the exposure of one or both parents to herbi-
cides during active service in the Republic of
Vietnam during the Vietnam era, through the
provision of health care and monetary benefits.

(b)(1) Part II of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by inserting after chapter 17 the fol-
lowing new chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 18—BENEFITS FOR CHILDREN

OF VIETNAM VETERANS WHO ARE BORN
WITH SPINA BIFIDA

‘‘Sec.
‘‘1801. Definitions.
‘‘1802. Spina bifida conditions covered.
‘‘1803. Health care.
‘‘1804. Vocational training and rehabilitation.
‘‘1805. Monetary allowance.
‘‘1806. Effective date of awards.
‘‘§ 1801. Definitions

‘‘For the purposes of this chapter—
‘‘(1) The term ‘child’, with respect to a Viet-

nam veteran, means a natural child of the Viet-
nam veteran, regardless of age or marital status,
who was conceived after the date on which the
veteran first entered the Republic of Vietnam
during the Vietnam era.

‘‘(2) The term ‘Vietnam veteran’ means a vet-
eran who performed active military, naval, or
air service in the Republic of Vietnam during
the Vietnam era.
‘‘§ 1802. Spina bifida conditions covered

‘‘This chapter applies with respect to all forms
and manifestations of spina bifida except spina
bifida occulta.
‘‘§ 1803. Health care

‘‘(a) In accordance with regulations which
the Secretary shall prescribe, the Secretary shall
provide a child of a Vietnam veteran who is suf-
fering from spina bifida with such health care
as the Secretary determines is needed by the
child for the spina bifida or any disability that
is associated with such condition.

‘‘(b) The Secretary may provide health care
under this section directly or by contract or
other arrangement with any health care pro-
vider.

‘‘(c) For the purposes of this section—
‘‘(1) The term ‘health care’—
‘‘(A) means home care, hospital care, nursing

home care, outpatient care, preventive care,
habilitative care, case management, and respite
care; and

‘‘(B) includes—
‘‘(i) the training of appropriate members of a

child’s family or household in the care of the
child; and

‘‘(ii) the provisions of such pharmaceuticals,
supplies, equipment, devices, appliances,
assistive technology, direct transportation costs
to and from approved sources of health care,
and other materials as the Secretary determines
necessary.

‘‘(2) The term ‘health care provider’ includes
specialized spina bifida clinics, health care
plans, insurers, organizations, institutions, and
any other entity or individual who furnishes
health care that the Secretary determines au-
thorized under this section.
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‘‘(3) The term ‘home care’ means outpatient

care, habilitative and rehabilitative care, pre-
ventive health services, and health-related serv-
ices furnished to an individual in the individ-
ual’s home or other place of residence.

‘‘(4) The term ‘hospital care’ means care and
treatment for a disability furnished to an indi-
vidual who has been admitted to a hospital as
a patient.

‘‘(5) The term ‘nursing home care’ means care
and treatment for a disability furnished to an
individual who has been admitted to a nursing
home as a resident.

‘‘(6) The term ‘outpatient care’ means care
and treatment of a disability, and preventive
health services, furnished to an individual other
than hospital care or nursing home care.

‘‘(7) The term ‘preventive care’ means care
and treatment furnished to prevent disability or
illness, including periodic examinations, immu-
nizations, patient health education, and such
other services as the Secretary determines nec-
essary to provide effective and economical pre-
ventive health care.

‘‘(8) The term ‘habilitative and rehabilitative
care’ means such professional, counseling, and
guidance services and treatment programs (other
than vocational training under section 1804 of
this title) as are necessary to develop, maintain,
or restore, to the maximum extent practicable,
the functioning of a disabled person.

‘‘(9) The term ‘respite care’ means care fur-
nished on an intermittent basis for a limited pe-
riod to an individual who resides primarily in a
private residence when such care will help the
individual to continue residing in such private
residence.

‘‘§ 1804. Vocational training and rehabilita-
tion
‘‘(a) Pursuant to such regulations as the Sec-

retary may prescribe, the Secretary may provide
vocational training under this section to a child
of a Vietnam veteran who is suffering from
spina bifida if the Secretary determines that the
achievement of a vocational goal by such child
is reasonably feasible.

‘‘(b) Any program of vocational training for a
child under this section shall be designed in
consultation with the child in order to meet the
child’s individual needs and shall be set forth in
an individualized written plan of vocational re-
habilitation.

‘‘(c)(1) A vocational training program for a
child under this section—

‘‘(A) shall consist of such vocationally ori-
ented services and assistance, including such
placement and post-placement services and per-
sonal and work adjustment training, as the Sec-
retary determines are necessary to enable the
child to prepare for and participate in voca-
tional training or employment; and

‘‘(B) may include a program of education at
an institution of higher education if the Sec-
retary determines that the program of education
is predominantly vocational in content.

‘‘(2) A vocational training program under this
subsection may not include the provision of any
loan or subsistence allowance or any automobile
adaptive equipment.

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2)
and subject to subsection (e)(2), a vocational
training program under this section may not ex-
ceed 24 months.

‘‘(2) The Secretary may grant an extension of
a vocational training program for a child under
this section for up to 24 additional months if the
Secretary determines that the extension is nec-
essary in order for the child to achieve a voca-
tional goal identified (before the end of the first
24 months of such program) in the written plan
of vocational rehabilitation formulated for the
child pursuant to subsection (b).

‘‘(e)(1) A child who is pursuing a program of
vocational training under this section and is
also eligible for assistance under a program
under chapter 35 of this title may not receive as-
sistance under both such programs concur-

rently. The child shall elect (in such form and
manner as the Secretary may prescribe) the pro-
gram under which the child is to receive assist-
ance.

‘‘(2) The aggregate period for which a child
may receive assistance under this section and
chapter 35 of this title may not exceed 48 months
(or the part-time equivalent thereof).

‘‘§ 1805. Monetary allowance
‘‘(a) The Secretary shall pay a monthly allow-

ance under this chapter to any child of a Viet-
nam veteran for any disability resulting from
spina bifida suffered by such child.

‘‘(b)(1) The amount of the allowance paid to
a child under this section shall be based on the
degree of disability suffered by the child, as de-
termined in accordance with such schedule for
rating disabilities resulting from spina bifida as
the Secretary may prescribe.

‘‘(2) The Secretary shall, in prescribing the
rating schedule for the purposes of this section,
establish three levels of disability upon which
the amount of the allowance provided by this
section shall be based.

‘‘(3) The amounts of the allowance shall be
$200 per month for the lowest level of disability
prescribed, $700 per month for the intermediate
level of disability prescribed, and $1,200 per
month for the highest level of disability pre-
scribed. Such amounts are subject to adjustment
under section 5312 of this title.

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, receipt by a child of an allowance under
this section shall not impair, infringe, or other-
wise affect the right of the child to receive any
other benefit to which the child may otherwise
be entitled under any law administered by the
Secretary, nor shall receipt of such an allow-
ance impair, infringe, or otherwise affect the
right of any individual to receive any benefit to
which the individual is entitled under any law
administered by the Secretary that is based on
the child’s relationship to the individual.

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the allowance paid to a child under this
section shall not be considered income or re-
sources in determining eligibility for or the
amount of benefits under any Federal or feder-
ally assisted program.

‘‘§ 1806. Effective date of awards
‘‘The effective date for an award of benefits

under this chapter shall be fixed in accordance
with the facts found, but shall not be earlier
than the date of receipt of application for the
benefits.’’.

(2) The tables of chapters before part I and at
the beginning of part II of such title are each
amended by inserting after the item referring to
chapter 17 the following new item:

‘‘18. Benefits for Children of Viet-
nam Veterans Who Are Born With
Spina Bifida ............................... 1801’’.

(c) Section 5312 of title 38, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking out ‘‘and the rate of increased

pension’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘, the
rate of increased pension’’; and

(B) by inserting after ‘‘on account of chil-
dren,’’ the following: ‘‘and each rate of monthly
allowance paid under section 1805 of this title,’’;
and

(2) in subsection (c)(1), by striking out ‘‘and
1542’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘1542, and
1805’’.

(d) This section and the amendments made by
this section shall take effect on January 1, 1997.

SEC. 422. (a) Section 1151 of title 38, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking out the first sentence and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(a) Compensation under this chapter and de-
pendency and indemnity compensation under
chapter 13 of this title shall be awarded for a
qualifying additional disability or a qualifying
death of a veteran in the same manner as if

such additional disability or death were service-
connected. For purposes of this section, a dis-
ability or death is a qualifying additional dis-
ability or qualifying death if the disability or
death was not the result of the veteran’s willful
misconduct and—

‘‘(1) the disability or death was caused by
hospital care, medical or surgical treatment, or
examination furnished the veteran under any
law administered by the Secretary, either by a
Department employee or in a Department facil-
ity as defined in section 1701(3)(A) of this title,
and the proximate cause of the disability or
death was—

‘‘(A) carelessness, negligence, lack of proper
skill, error in judgment, or similar instance of
fault on the part of the Department in furnish-
ing the hospital care, medical or surgical treat-
ment, or examination; or

‘‘(B) an event not reasonably foreseeable; or
‘‘(2) the disability or death was proximately
caused by the provision of training and rehabili-
tation services by the Secretary (including by a
service-provider used by the Secretary for such
purpose under section 3115 of this title) as part
of an approved rehabilitation program under
chapter 31 of this title.’’; and

(2) in the second sentence—
(A) by redesignating that sentence as sub-

section (b);
(B) by striking out ‘‘, aggravation,’’ both

places it appears; and
(C) by striking out ‘‘sentence’’ and substitut-

ing in lieu thereof ‘‘subsection’’.
(b)(1) The amendments made by subsection (a)

shall take effect on October 1, 1996.
(2) Section 1151 of title 38, United States Code

(as amended by subsection (a)), shall govern all
administrative and judicial determinations of
eligibility for benefits under such section that
are made with respect to claims filed on or after
the effective date set forth in paragraph (1), in-
cluding those based on original applications and
applications seeking to reopen, revise, recon-
sider, or otherwise readjudicate on any basis
claims for benefits under such section 1151 or
any provision of law that is a predecessor of
such section.

(c) Notwithstanding subsection (b)(1), section
421(d), or any other provision of this Act, sec-
tion 421 and this section shall not take effect
until October 1, 1997, unless legislation other
than this Act is enacted to provide for a earlier
effective date.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 102:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 102, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

Restore the matter stricken by said
amendment, amended to read as follows:

SEC. 427. The amount provided in title I for
‘‘Veterans Health Administration—Medical
Care’’ is hereby increased by $5,000,000.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 105:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
ber 105, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 432. CALCULATION OF DOWNPAYMENT.—
Section 203(b) of the National Housing Act (12
U.S.C. 1709(b)) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph:

‘‘(10) ALASKA AND HAWAII.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other

provision of this subsection, with respect to a
mortgage originated in the State of Alaska or
the State of Hawaii and endorsed for insurance
in fiscal year 1997, involve a principal obligation
not in excess of the sum of—

‘‘(i) the amount of the mortgage insurance
premium paid at the time the mortgage is in-
sured; and
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‘‘(ii)(I) in the case of a mortgage for a prop-

erty with an appraised value equal to or less
than $50,000, 98.75 percent of the appraised
value of the property;

‘‘(II) in the case of a mortgage for a property
with an appraised value in excess of $50,000 but
not in excess of $125,000, 97.65 percent of the ap-
praised value of the property.

‘‘(III) in the case of a mortgage for a property
with an appraised value in excess of $125,000,
97.15 percent of the appraised value of the prop-
erty; or

‘‘(IV) notwithstanding subclauses (II) and
(III), in the case of a mortgage for a property
with an appraised value in excess of $50,000 that
is located in an area of the State for which the
average closing cost exceeds 2.10 percent of the
average, for the State, of the sale price of prop-
erties located in the State for which mortgages
have been executed, 97.75 percent of the ap-
praised value of the property.

‘‘(B) AVERAGE CLOSING COST.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘average closing cost’
means, with respect to a State, the average, for
mortgages executed for properties that are lo-
cated within the State, of the total amounts (as
determined by the Secretary) of initial service
charges, appraisal, inspection, and other fees
(as the Secretary shall approve) that are paid in
connection with such mortgages.’’.

SEC. 433. DELEGATION OF SINGLE FAMILY
MORTGAGE INSURING AUTHORITY TO DIRECT EN-
DORSEMENT MORTGAGEES.—Title II of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1707 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘DELEGATION OF INSURING AUTHORITY TO DIRECT

ENDORSEMENT MORTGAGEES
‘‘SEC. 256. (a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary

may delegate, to one or more mortgages ap-
proved by the Secretary under the direct en-
dorsement program, the authority of the Sec-
retary under this Act to insure mortgages in-
volving property upon which there is located a
dwelling designed principally for occupancy by
1 to 4 families.

‘‘(b) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining wheth-
er to delegate authority to a mortgage under
this section, the Secretary shall consider the ex-
perience and performance of the mortgage com-
pared to the default rate of all insured mort-
gages in comparable markets, and such other
factors as the Secretary determines appropriate
to minimize risk of loss to the insurance funds
under this Act.

‘‘(c) ENFORCEMENT OF INSURANCE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary determines
that a mortgage insured by a mortgagee pursu-
ant to delegation of authority under this section
was not originated in accordance with the re-
quirements established by the Secretary, and the
Secretary pays an insurance claim with respect
to the mortgage within a reasonable period spec-
ified by the Secretary, the Secretary may require
the mortgagee approved under this section to in-
demnify the Secretary for the loss.

‘‘(2) FRAUD OR MISREPRESENTATION.—If fraud
or misrepresentation was involved in connection
with the origination, the Secretary may require
the mortgagee approved under this section to in-
demnify the Secretary for the loss regardless of
when an insurance claim is paid.

‘‘(d) TERMINATION OF MORTGAGEE’S AUTHOR-
ITY.—If a mortgagee to which the Secretary has
made a delegation under this section violates
the requirements and procedures established by
the Secretary or the Secretary determines that
other good cause exists, the Secretary may can-
cel a delegation of authority under this section
to the mortgagee by giving notice to the mortga-
gee. Such a cancellation shall be effective upon
receipt of the notice by the mortgagee or at a
later date specified by the Secretary. A decision
by the Secretary to cancel a delegation shall be
final and conclusive and shall not be subject to
judicial review.

‘‘(e) REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES.—Before
approving a delegation under this section, the
Secretary shall issue regulations establishing

appropriate requirements and procedures, in-
cluding requirements and procedures governing
the indemnification of the Secretary by the
Mortgagee.’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 111:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 111, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 438. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available to the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration by this Act,
or any other Act enacted before the date of en-
actment of this Act, may be used by the Admin-
istrator of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration to relocate aircraft of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration
based east of the Mississippi River to the Dry-
den Flight Research Center in California for the
purpose of the consolidation of such aircraft.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 113:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 113, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment, insert the following:

SEC. 439. To promote and support management
reorganization of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration. Subsection may be cited
as the ‘‘National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration Federal Employment Reduction Assist-
ance Act of 1996.’’

SUBSECTION B. DEFINITIONS
(1) For the purposes of this section—
(a) the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Ad-

ministrator of the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration; and

(b) the term ‘‘employee’’ means an employee of
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration serving under an appointment without
time limitation, who has been currently em-
ployed with NASA for a continuous period of at
least 12 months, except that such term does not
include—

(1) a reemployed annuitant under subchapter
III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United
States Code, or another retirement system for
employees of the Government;

(2) an employee who is in receipt of a specific
notice of involuntary separation for misconduct
or unacceptable performance;

(3) an employee who, upon completing an ad-
ditional period of service as referred to in sec-
tion 3(b)(2)(B)(ii) of the Federal Workforce Re-
structuring Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–226; 108
Stat. 111), would qualify for a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under section 3 of such
Act; or

(4) an employee who has previously received
any voluntary separation incentive payment by
the Federal Government under this Act or any
other authority and has not repaid such pay-
ment.

SUBSECTION C. INCENTIVE PAYMENT PROGRAM
In order to avoid or minimize the need for in-

voluntary separations due to a reduction in
force, installation closure, reorganization,
transfer of function, or other similar action af-
fecting the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, the Administrator shall establish a
program under which separation pay, subject to
the availability of appropriated funds, may be
offered to encourage eligible employees to sepa-
rate from service voluntarily (whether by retire-
ment or resignation).

SUBSECTION D. INCENTIVE PAYMENTS
In order to receive a voluntary separation in-

centive payment, an employee must separate
voluntarily (whether by retirement or resigna-
tion) during the period of time for which the
payment of incentives has been authorized for
the employee under the agency plan. Such sepa-
ration payments—

(1) shall be paid in a lump sum after the em-
ployee’s separation, and

(2) shall be equal to the lesser of—
(A) an amount equal to the amount the em-

ployee would be entitled to receive under section
5595(c) of title 5, United States Code, if the em-
ployee were entitled to payment under such sec-
tion; or

(B) an amount that shall not exceed $25,000
(3) shall not be a basis for payment, and shall

not be included in the computation, of any
other type of Government benefit;

(4) shall not be taken into account for pur-
poses of determining the amount of any sever-
ance pay to which an individual may be entitled
under section 5595 of title 5, United States Code,
based on any other separation;

(5) shall be considered payment for a vol-
untary separation; and

(6) shall be paid from the appropriations or
funds available for payment of the basic pay of
the employee.

SUBSECTION E. EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT
EMPLOYMENT WITH THE GOVERNMENT

(1) An individual who has received a vol-
untary separation incentive payment under this
section and accepts any employment with the
Government of the United States within five
years after the date of the separation on which
the payment is based shall be required to repay,
prior to the individual’s first day of employ-
ment, the entire amount of the incentive pay-
ment to NASA.

(2) If the employment under paragraph (1)
above is with an Executive agency (as defined
by section 105 of title 5, United States Code), the
United States Postal Service, or the Postal Rate
Commission, the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management may, at the request of the
head of the agency, waive the repayment if the
individual involved possesses unique abilities
and is the only qualified applicant available for
the position.

(3) If the employment under paragraph (1)
above is with an entity in the legislative branch,
the head of the entity or the appointing official
may waive the repayment if the individual in-
volved possesses unique abilities and is the only
qualified applicant available for the position.

(4) If the employment under paragraph (1)
above is with the judicial branch, the Director
of the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts may waive the repayment if the individ-
ual involved possesses unique abilities and is the
only qualified applicant available for the posi-
tion.

(5) For the purpose of this section, the term
‘‘employment’’—

(a) includes employment of any length or
under any type of appointment, but does not in-
clude employment that is without compensation;
and

(b) includes employment under a personal
services contract.

SUBSECTION F. EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT
DISABILITY RETIREMENT

An employee who has received an incentive
payment is ineligible to receive an annuity for
reasons of disability under applicable regula-
tions, unless the incentive payment is repaid.

SUBSECTION G. ADDITIONAL AGENCY
CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE RETIREMENT FUND

(1) In addition to any other payments which
it is required to make under subchapter III of
chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United States
Code, NASA shall remit to the Office of Person-
nel Management for deposit in the Treasury of
the United States to the credit of the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement and Disability Fund an amount
equal to 15 percent of the final basic pay of each
employee who is covered under subchapter III of
chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5 to whom a vol-
untary separation incentive has been paid
under this Act.

(2) For the purpose of this section, the term
‘‘final basic pay’’, with respect to an employee,
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means the total amount of basic pay which
would be payable for a year of service by such
employee, computed using the employee’s final
rate of basic pay, and, if last serving on other
than a full time basis, with appropriate adjust-
ment therefor.

SUBSECTION H. REDUCTION OF AGENCY
EMPLOYMENT LEVELS

(1) Total full time equivalent employment in
NASA shall be reduced by one for each separa-
tion of an employee who receives a voluntary
separation incentive payment under this Act.
The reduction will be calculated by comparing
the agency’s full time equivalent employment for
the fiscal year in which the voluntary separa-
tion payments are made with the authorized full
time equivalent employment for the prior fiscal
year.

(2) The Office of Management and Budget
shall monitor and take appropriate action nec-
essary to ensure that the requirements of this
section are met.

(3) The President shall take appropriate ac-
tion to ensure that functions involving more
than 10 full time equivalent employees are not
converted to contracts by reason of the enact-
ment of this section, except in cases in which a
cost comparison demonstrates such contracts
would be to the advantage of the Government.

(4) The provisions of subsections (1) and (3) of
this section may be waived upon a determina-
tion by the President that—

(1) the existence of a state of war or other na-
tional emergency so requires; or

(2) the existence of an extraordinary emer-
gency which threatens life, health, safety, prop-
erty, or the environment so requires.

SUBSECTION I. REPORTS

No later than March 31 of each fiscal year,
NASA shall submit to the Office of Personnel
Management, who will subsequently report to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs of the
Senate and the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight of the House of Representa-
tives a report which, with respect to the preced-
ing fiscal year, shall include—

(1) the number of employees who received vol-
untary separation incentives;

(2) the average amount of such incentives;
and,

(3) the average grade or pay level of the em-
ployees who received incentives.

SUBSECTION J. EFFECTIVE DATE

(1) The provisions of this section shall take ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this section.

(2) No voluntary separation incentive under
this section may be paid based on the separation
of an employee after September 30, 2000.

SEC. 440. (a) Subject to the concurrence of the
Administrator of the General Services Adminis-
tration (GSA) and notwithstanding section 707
of Public Law 103–433, the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration
may convey to the city of Downey, California,
all right, title, and interest of the United States
in and to a parcel of real property, including
improvements thereon, consisting of approxi-
mately 60 acres and known as Parcels III, IV, V,
and VI of the NASA Industrial Plant, Downey,
California.

(b)(1) DELAY IN PAYMENT OF CONSIDERATION.—
After the end of the 20-year period beginning on
the date on which the conveyance under sub-
section (a) is completed, the City of Downey
shall pay to the United States an amount equal
to fair market value of the conveyed property as
of the date of the Federal conveyance.

(2) EFFECT OF RECONVEYANCE BY THE CITY.—
If the City of Downey reconveys all or any part
of the conveyed property during such 20-year
period, the City shall pay to the United States
an amount equal to the fair market value of the
reconveyed property as of the time of the re-
conveyance, excluding the value of any im-
provements made to the property by the City.

(3) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET VALUE.—
The Administrator of GSA shall determine fair

market value in accordance with Federal ap-
praisal standards and procedures.

(4) TREATMENT OF LEASES.—The Adminis-
trator of GSA may treat a lease of the property
within such 20-year period as a reconveyance if
the Administrator determines that the lease is
being used to avoid application of paragraph
(b)(2).

(5) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The Administrator
of GSA shall deposit any proceeds received
under this subsection in the special account es-
tablished pursuant to section 204(h)(2) of the
Federal Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 485(h)(2)).

(c) The exact acreage and legal description of
the real property to be conveyed under sub-
section (a) shall be determined by a survey satis-
factory to the Administrator of GSA. The cost of
the survey shall be borne by the City of Dow-
ney, California.

(d) The Administrator of GSA may require
such additional terms and conditions in connec-
tion with the conveyance under subsection (a)
as the Administrator of GSA considers appro-
priate to protect the interests of the United
States.

(e) If the City at any time after the convey-
ance of the property under subsection (a) noti-
fies the Administrator of GSA that the City no
longer wishes to retain the property, it may con-
vey the property under the terms of subsection
(b), or, it may revert all right, title, and interest
in and to the property (including any facilities,
equipment, or fixtures conveyed, but excluding
the value of any improvements made to the
property by the City) to the United States, and
the United States shall have the right of imme-
diate entry onto the property.

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 117:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 117, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment, insert:

TITLE VI—NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’
HEALTH PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

SEC. 601. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Newborns’ and

Mothers’ Health Protection Act of 1996’’.
SEC. 602. FINDING.

Congress finds that—
(1) the length of post-delivery hospital stay

should be based on the unique characteristics of
each mother and her newborn child, taking into
consideration the health of the mother, the
health and stability of the newborn, the ability
and confidence of the mother and the father to
care for their newborn, the adequacy of support
systems at home, and the access of the mother
and her newborn to appropriate follow-up
health care; and

(2) the timing of the discharge of a mother
and her newborn child from the hospital should
be made by the attending provider in consulta-
tion with the mother.
SEC. 603. AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RE-

TIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT
OF 1974

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part 7 of subtitle B of title
I of the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 (added by section 101(a) of the
Health Insurance Port-ability and Accountabil-
ity Act of 1996) is amended—

(1) by amending the heading of the part to
read as follows:

‘‘PART 7—GROUP HEALTH PLAN
REQUIREMENTS’’;

(2) by inserting after the part heading the fol-
lowing:

‘‘SUBPART A—REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO
PORTABILITY, ACCESS, AND RENEWABILITY’’;
(3) by redesignating sections 704 through 707

as sections 731 through 734, respectively;
(4) by inserting before section 731 (as so redes-

ignated) the following new heading:

‘‘SUBPART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS’’;
and

(5) by inserting after section 703 the following
new subpart:

‘‘SUBPART B—OTHER REQUIREMENTS

‘‘SEC. 711. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS
FOR MOTHERS AND NEWBORNS.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM HOSPITAL
STAY FOLLOWING BIRTH.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and a
health insurance issuer offering group health
insurance coverage, may not—

‘‘(A) except as provided in paragraph (2)—
‘‘(i) restrict benefits for any hospital length of

stay in connection with childbirth for the moth-
er or newborn child, following a normal vaginal
delivery, to less than 48 hours, or

‘‘(ii) restrict benefits for any hospital length
of stay in connection with childbirth for the
mother or newborn child, following a caesarean
section, to less than 96 hours; or

‘‘(B) require that a provider obtain authoriza-
tion from the plan or the issuer for prescribing
any length of stay required under subparagraph
(A) (without regard to paragraph (2)).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1)(A) shall not
apply in connection with any group health plan
or health insurance issuer in any case in which
the decision to discharge the mother or her new-
born child prior to the expiration of the mini-
mum length of stay otherwise required under
paragraph (1)(A) is made by an attending pro-
vider in consultation with the mother.

‘‘(b) PROHIBITIONS.—A group health plan,
and a health insurance issuer offering group
health insurance coverage in connection with a
group health plan, may not—

‘‘(1) deny to the mother or her newborn child
eligibility, or continued eligibility, to enroll or to
renew coverage under the terms of the plan,
solely for the purpose of avoiding the require-
ments of this section;

‘‘(2) provide monetary payments or rebates to
mothers to encourage such mothers to accept
less than the minimum protections available
under this section;

‘‘(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit the
reimbursement of an attending provider because
such provider provided care to an individual
participant or beneficiary in accordance with
this section;

‘‘(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such
provider to provide care to an individual partici-
pant or beneficiary in a manner inconsistent
with this section; or

‘‘(5) subject to subsection (c)(3), restrict bene-
fits for any portion of a period within a hospital
length of stay required under subsection (a) in
a manner which is less favorable than the bene-
fits provided for any preceding portion of such
stay.

‘‘(c) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) Nothing in this section shall be construed

to require a mother who is a participant or ben-
eficiary—

‘‘(A) to give birth in a hospital; or
‘‘(B) to stay in the hospital for a fixed period

of time following the birth of her child.
‘‘(2) This section shall not apply with respect

to any group health plan, or any group health
insurance coverage offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, which does not provide benefits for
hospital lengths of stay in connection with
childbirth for a mother or her newborn child.

‘‘(3) Nothing in this section shall be construed
as preventing a group health plan or issuer from
imposing deductibles, coinsurance, or other cost-
sharing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with childbirth for
a mother or newborn child under the plan (or
under health insurance coverage offered in con-
nection with a group health plan), except that
such coinsurance or other cost-sharing for any
portion of a period within a hospital length of
stay required under subsection (a) may not be
greater than such coinsurance or cost-sharing
for any preceding portion of such stay.
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‘‘(d) NOTICE UNDER GROUP HEALTH PLAN.—

The imposition of the requirements of this sec-
tion shall be treated as a material modification
in the terms of the plan described in section
102(a)(1), for purposes of assuring notice of such
requirements under the plan; except that the
summary description required to be provided
under the last sentence of section 104(b)(1) with
respect to such modification shall be provided by
not later than 60 days after the first day of the
first plan year in which such requirements
apply.

‘‘(e) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a group health plan or a health insur-
ance issuer offering group health insurance cov-
erage from negotiating the level and type of re-
imbursement with a provider for care provided
in accordance with this section.

‘‘(f) PREEMPTION; EXCEPTION FOR HEALTH IN-
SURANCE COVERAGE IN CERTAIN STATES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this
section shall not apply with respect to health
insurance coverage if there is a State law (as de-
fined in section 731(d)(1)) for a State that regu-
lates such coverage that is described in any of
the following subparagraphs:

‘‘(A) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for at least a 48-hour hospital length of
stay following a normal vaginal delivery and at
least a 96-hour hospital length of stay following
a cesarean section.

‘‘(B) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for maternity and pediatric care in ac-
cordance with guidelines established by the
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the American Academy of Pediatrics,
or other established professional medical asso-
ciations.

‘‘(C) Such State law requires, in connection
with such coverage for maternity care, that the
hospital length of stay for such care is left to
the decision of (or required to be made by) the
attending provider in consultation with the
mother.

‘‘(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Section 731(a)(1) shall
not be construed as superseding a State law de-
scribed in paragraph (1).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 731(c) of such Act (as added by sec-

tion 101 of the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 1996 and redesignated by
the preceding provisions of this section) is
amended by striking ‘‘Nothing’’ and inserting
‘‘Except as provided in section 711, nothing’’.

(2) Section 732(a) of such Act (as added by
section 101 of the Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act of 1996 and redesignated
by the preceding provisions of this section) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(other than section 711)’’
after ‘‘part’’.

(3) Title I of such Act (as amended by section
101 of the Health Insurance Portability and Ac-
countability Act of 1996 and the preceding pro-
visions of this section) is further amended—

(A) in the last sentence of section 4(b), by
striking ‘‘section 706(b)(2)’’, ‘‘section 706(b)(1)’’,
and ‘‘section 706(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
733(b)(2)’’, ‘‘section 733(b)(1)’’, and ‘‘section
733(a)(1)’’, respectively;

(B) in section 101(g), by striking ‘‘section
706(a)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(a)(2)’’;

(C) in section 102(b), by striking ‘‘section
706(a)(1)’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘section 733(a)(1), and by striking ‘‘section
706(b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(b)(2)’’;

(D) in section 104(b)(1), by striking ‘‘section
706(a)(1)’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘section 733(a)(1);

(E) in section 502(b)(3), by striking ‘‘section
706(a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(a)(1)’’;

(F) in section 506(c), by striking ‘‘section
706(a)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(a)(2)’’;

(G) in section 514(b)(9), by striking ‘‘section
704’’ and inserting ‘‘section 731’’;

(H) in the last sentence of section 701(c)(1), by
striking ‘‘section 706(c)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
733(c)’’;

(I) in section 732(b), by striking ‘‘section
706(c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(c)(1)’’;

(J) in section 732(c)(1), by striking ‘‘section
706(c)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(c)(2)’’;

(K) in section 732(c)(2), by striking ‘‘section
706(c)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(c)(3)’’; and

(L) in section 732(c)(3), by striking ‘‘section
706(c)(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 733(c)(4)’’.

(4) The table of contents in section 1 of
such Act is amended by striking the items
relating to part 7 and inserting the follow-
ing:

‘‘PART 7—GROUP HEALTH PLAN REQUIREMENTS

‘‘SUBPART A—REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO
PORTABILITY, ACCESS, AND RENEWABILITY

‘‘Sec. 701. Increased portability through limita-
tion on preexisting condition ex-
clusions.

‘‘Sec. 702. Prohibiting discrimination against in-
dividual participants and bene-
ficiaries based on health status.

‘‘Sec. 703. Guaranteed renewability in multiem-
ployer plans and multiple em-
ployer welfare arrangements.

‘‘SUBPART B—OTHER REQUIREMENTS

‘‘Sec. 711. Standards relating to benefits for
mothers and newborns.

‘‘SUBPART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS

‘‘Sec. 731. Preemption; State flexibility; con-
struction.

‘‘Sec.732. Special rules relating to group health
plans.

‘‘Sec. 733. Definitions.
‘‘Sec. 734. Regulations.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to group
health plans for plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 1998.
SEC. 604. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT RELATING TO THE
GROUP MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XXVII of the Public
Health Service Act (as added by section 102 of
the Health Insurance Portability and Account-
ability Act of 1996) is amended—

(1) by amending the title heading to read as
follows:

‘‘TITLE XXVII—REQUIREMENTS RELATING
TO HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE’’;

(2) by redesignating subparts 2 and 3 of part
A as subparts 3 and 4 of such part;

(3) by inserting after subpart 1 of part A the
following new subpart:

‘‘Subpart 2—Other Requirements

‘‘SEC. 2704. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS
FOR MOTHERS AND NEWBORNS.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM HOSPITAL
STAY FOLLOWING BIRTH.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A group health plan, and a
health insurance issuer offering group health
insurance coverage, may not—

‘‘(A) except as provided in paragraph (2)—
‘‘(i) restrict benefits for any hospital length of

stay in connection with childbirth for the moth-
er or newborn child, following a normal vaginal
delivery, to less than 48 hours, or

‘‘(ii) restrict benefits for any hospital length
of stay in connection with childbirth for the
mother or newborn child, following a cesarean
section, to less than 96 hours, or

‘‘(B) require that a provider obtain authoriza-
tion from the plan or the issuer for prescribing
any length of stay required under subparagraph
(A) (without regard to paragraph (2)).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1)(A) shall not
apply in connection with any group health plan
or health insurance issuer in any case in which
the decision to discharge the mother or her new-
born child prior to the expiration of the mini-
mum length of stay otherwise required under
paragraph (1)(A) is made by an attending pro-
vider in consultation with the mother.

‘‘(b) PROHIBITIONS.—A group health plan,
and a health insurance issuer offering group

health insurance coverage in connection with a
group health plan, may not—

‘‘(1) deny to the mother or her newborn child
eligibility, or continued eligibility, to enroll or to
renew coverage under the terms of the plan,
solely for the purpose of avoiding the require-
ments of this section;

‘‘(2) provide monetary payments or rebates to
mothers to encourage such mothers to accept
less than the minimum protections available
under this section;

‘‘(3) penalize or otherwise reduce or limit the
reimbursement of an attending provider because
such provider provided care to an individual
participant or beneficiary in accordance with
this section;

‘‘(4) provide incentives (monetary or other-
wise) to an attending provider to induce such
provider to provide care to an individual partici-
pant or beneficiary in a manner inconsistent
with this section; or

‘‘(5) subject to subsection (c)(3), restrict bene-
fits for any portion of a period within a hospital
length of stay required under subsection (a) in
a manner which is less favorable than the bene-
fits provided for any preceding portion of such
stay.

‘‘(c) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) Nothing in this section shall be construed

to require a mother who is a participant or ben-
eficiary—

‘‘(A) to give birth in a hospital; or
‘‘(B) to stay in the hospital for a fixed period

of time following the birth of her child.
‘‘(2) This section shall not apply with respect

to any group health plan, or any group health
insurance coverage offered by a health insur-
ance issuer, which does not provide benefits for
hospital lengths of stay in connection with
childbirth for a mother or her newborn child.

‘‘(3) Nothing in this section shall be construed
as preventing a group health plan or issuer from
imposing deductibles, coinsurance, or other cost-
sharing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with childbirth for
a mother or newborn child under the plan (or
under health insurance coverage offered in con-
nection with a group health plan), except that
such coinsurance or other cost-sharing for any
portion of a period within a hospital length of
stay required under subsection (a) may not be
greater than such coinsurance or cost-sharing
for any preceding portion of such stay.

‘‘(d) NOTICE.—A group health plan under this
part shall comply with the notice requirement
under section 711(d) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 with respect to the
requirements of this section as if such section
applied to such plan.

‘‘(e) LEVEL AND TYPE OF REIMBURSEMENTS.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
prevent a group health plan or a health insur-
ance issuer offering group health insurance cov-
erage from negotiating the level and type of re-
imbursement with a provider for care provided
in accordance with this section.

‘‘(f) PREEMPTION; EXCEPTION FOR HEALTH IN-
SURANCE COVERAGE IN CERTAIN STATES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this
section shall not apply with respect to health
insurance coverage if there is a State law (as de-
fined in section 2723(d)(1)) for a State that regu-
lates such coverage that is described in any of
the following subparagraphs:

‘‘(A) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for at least a 48-hour hospital length of
stay following a normal vaginal delivery and at
least a 96-hour hospital length of stay following
a cesarean section.

‘‘(B) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for maternity and pediatric care in ac-
cordance with guidelines established by the
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the American Academy of Pediatrics,
or other established professional medical asso-
ciations.

‘‘(C) Such State law requires, in connection
with such coverage for maternity care, that the
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hospital length of stay for such care is left to
the decision of (or required to be made by) the
attending provider in consultation with the
mother.

‘‘(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Section 2723(a)(1) shall
not be construed as superseding a State law de-
scribed in paragraph (1).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 2721 of such Act (as added by sec-

tion 102 of the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 1996) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘subparts 1
and 2’’ and inserting ‘‘subparts 1 and 3’’, and

(B) in subsections (b) through (d), by striking
‘‘subparts 1 and 2’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘subparts 1 through 3’’.

(2) Section 2723(c) of such Act (as added by
section 102 of the Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act of 1996) is amended by
inserting ‘‘(other than section 2704)’’ after
‘‘part’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to group
health plans for plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 1998.
SEC. 605. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT RELATING TO THE IN-
DIVIDUAL MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part B of title XXVII of the
Public Health Service Act (as added by section
111 of the Health Insurance Portability and Ac-
countability Act of 1996) is amended—

(1) by inserting after the part heading the fol-
lowing:

‘‘Subpart 1—Portability, Access, and
Renewability Requirements’’;

(2) by redesignating sections 2745, 2746, and
2747 as sections 2761, 2762, and 2763, respec-
tively;

(3) by inserting before section 2761 (as so re-
designated) the following:

‘‘Subpart 3—General Provisions’’; and

(4) by inserting after section 2744 the follow-
ing:

‘‘Subpart 3—Other Requirements

‘‘SEC. 2751. STANDARDS RELATING TO BENEFITS
FOR MOTHERS AND NEWBORNS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of section
2704 (other than subsections (d) and (f)) shall
apply to health insurance coverage offered by a
health insurance issuer in the individual market
in the same manner as it applies to health insur-
ance coverage offered by a health insurance is-
suer in connection with a group health plan in
the small or large group market.

‘‘(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—A health insur-
ance issuer under this part shall comply with
the notice requirement under section 711(d) of
the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 with respect to the requirements referred to
in subsection (a) as if such section applied to
such issuer and such issuer were a group health
plan.

‘‘(c) PREEMPTION; EXCEPTION FOR HEALTH IN-
SURANCE COVERAGE IN CERTAIN STATES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of this
section shall not apply with respect to health
insurance coverage if there is a State law (as de-
fined in section 2723(d)(1)) for a State that regu-
lates such coverage that is described in any of
the following subparagraphs:

‘‘(A) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for at least a 48-hour hospital length of
stay following a normal vaginal delivery and at
least a 96-hour hospital length of stay following
a cesarean section.

‘‘(B) Such State law requires such coverage to
provide for maternity and pediatric care in ac-
cordance with guidelines established by the
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the American Academy of Pediatrics,
or other established professional medical asso-
ciations.

‘‘(C) Such State law requires, in connection
with such coverage for maternity care, that the
hospital length of stay for such care is left to

the decision of (or required to be made by) the
attending provider in consultation with the
mother.

‘‘(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Section 2762(a) shall not
be construed as superseding a State law de-
scribed in paragraph (1).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such part (as
so added) is further amended as follows:

(1) In section 2744(a)(1), strike ‘‘2746(b)’’ and
insert ‘‘2762(b)’’.

(2) In section 2745(a)(1) (before redesignation
under subsection (a)(1)), strike ‘‘2746’’ and in-
sert ‘‘2762’’.

(3) In section 2746(b) (before redesignation
under subsection (a)(1))—

(A) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after the dash, and
(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) Nothing in this part (other than section

2751) shall be construed as requiring health in-
surance coverage offered in the individual mar-
ket to provide specific benefits under the terms
of such coverage.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to
health insurance coverage offered, sold, issued,
renewed, in effect, or operated in the individual
market on or after January 1, 1998.
SEC. 606. REPORTS TO CONGRESS CONCERNING

CHILDBIRTH.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) childbirth is one part of a continuum of ex-

perience that includes prepregnancy, pregnancy
and prenatal care, labor and delivery, the imme-
diate postpartum period, and a longer period of
adjustment for the newborn, the mother, and
the family;

(2) health care practices across this contin-
uum are changing in response to health care fi-
nancing and delivery system changes, science
and clinical research, and patient preferences;
and

(3) there is a need—
(A) to examine the issues and consequences

associated with the length of hospital stays fol-
lowing childbirth;

(B) to examine the follow-up practices for
mothers and newborns used in conjunction with
shorter hospital stays;

(C) to identify appropriate health care prac-
tices and procedures with regard to the hospital
discharge of newborns and mothers;

(D) to examine the extent to which such care
is affected by family and environmental factors;
and

(E) to examine the content of care during hos-
pital stays following childbirth.

(b) ADVISORY PANEL.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
of Health and Human Services (in this section
referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall establish
an advisory panel (referred to in this section as
the ‘‘advisory panel’’)—

(A) to guide and review methods, procedures,
and data collection necessary to conduct the
study described in subsection (c) in a manner
that is intended to enhance the quality, safety,
and effectiveness of health care services pro-
vided to mothers and newborns;

(B) to develop a consensus among the members
of the advisory panel regarding the appropriate-
ness of the specific requirements of this title;
and

(C) to prepare and submit to the Secretary, as
part of the report of the Secretary submitted
under subsection (d), a report summarizing the
consensus (if any) developed under subpara-
graph (B) or the reasons for not reaching such
a consensus.

(2) PARTICIPATION.—
(A) DEPARTMENT REPRESENTATIVES.—The Sec-

retary shall ensure that representatives from
within the Department of Health and Human
Services that have expertise in the area of mate-
rial and child health or in outcomes research
are appointed to the advisory panel.

(B) REPRESENTATIVES OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
SECTOR ENTITIES.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall ensure
that members of the advisory panel include rep-
resentatives of public and private sector entities
having knowledge or experience in one or more
of the following areas:

(I) Patient care.
(II) Patient education.
(III) Quality assurance.
(IV) Outcomes research.
(V) Consumer issues.
(ii) REQUIREMENT.—The panel shall include

representatives of each of the following cat-
egories:

(I) Health care practitioners.
(II) Health plans.
(III) Hospitals.
(IV) Employers.
(V) States.
(VI) Consumers.
(c) STUDIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall conduct

a study of—
(A) the factors affecting the continuum of

care with respect to maternal and child health
care, including outcomes following childbirth;

(B) the factors determining the length of hos-
pital stay following childbirth;

(C) the diversity of negative or positive out-
comes affecting mothers, infants, and families;

(D) the manner in which post natal care has
changed over time and the manner in which
that care has adapted or related to changes in
the length of hospital stay, taking into ac-
count—

(i) the types of post natal care available and
the extent to which such care is accessed; and

(ii) the challenges associated with providing
post natal care to all populations, including
vulnerable populations, and solutions for over-
coming these challenges; and

(E) the financial incentives that may—
(i) impact the health of newborns and moth-

ers; and
(ii) influence the clinical decisionmaking of

health care providers.
(2) RESOURCES.—The Secretary shall provide

to the advisory panel the resources necessary to
carry out the duties of the advisory panel.

(d) REPORTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall prepare

and submit to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives a report that contains—

(A) a summary of the study conducted under
subsection (c);

(B) a summary of the best practices used in
the public and private sectors for the care of
newborns and mothers;

(C) recommendations for improvements in pre-
natal care, post natal care, delivery and follow-
up care, and whether the implementation of
such improvements should be accomplished by
the private health care sector, Federal or State
governments, or any combination thereof; and

(D) limitations on the databases in existence
on the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) DEADLINES.—The Secretary shall prepare
and submit to the Committees referred to in
paragraph (1)—

(A) an initial report concerning the study con-
ducted under subsection (c) and elements de-
scribed in paragraph (1), not later than 18
months after the date of the enactment of this
Act;

(B) an interim report concerning such study
and elements not later than 3 years after the
date of the enactment of this Act; and

(C) a final report concerning such study and
elements not later than 5 years after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(e) TERMINATION OF PANEL.—The advisory
panel shall terminate on the date that occurs 60
days after the date on which the last report is
submitted under subsection (d).

And the Senate agree to the same.
Amendment numbered 118:
That the House recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 118, and agree to the same with an
amendment, as follows:
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In lieu of the matter proposed by said

amendment, insert:
TITLE VII—PARITY IN THE APPLICATION

OF CERTAIN LIMITS TO MENTAL
HEALTH BENEFITS

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Mental Health

Parity Act of 1996’’.
SEC. 702. AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RE-

TIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT
OF 1974.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of sub-
title B of title I of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (as added by section
603(a)) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 712. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF CER-

TAIN LIMITS TO MENTAL HEALTH
BENEFITS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMITS.—In the case

of a group health plan (or health insurance cov-
erage offered in connection with such a plan)
that provides both medical and surgical benefits
and mental health benefits—

‘‘(A) NO LIFETIME LIMIT.—If the plan or cov-
erage does not include an aggregate lifetime
limit on substantially all medical and surgical
benefits, the plan or coverage may not impose
any aggregate lifetime limit on mental health
benefits.

‘‘(B) LIFETIME LIMIT.—If the plan or coverage
includes an aggregate lifetime limit on substan-
tially all medical and surgical benefits (in this
paragraph referred to as the ‘applicable lifetime
limit’), the plan or coverage shall either—

‘‘(i) apply the applicable lifetime limit both to
the medical and surgical benefits to which it
otherwise would apply and to mental health
benefits and not distinguish in the application
of such limit between such medical and surgical
benefits and mental health benefits; or

‘‘(ii) not include any aggregate lifetime limit
on mental health benefits that is less than the
applicable lifetime limit.

‘‘(C) RULE IN CASE OF DIFFERENT LIMITS.—In
the case of a plan or coverage that is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) and that in-
cludes no or different aggregate lifetime limits
on different categories of medical and surgical
benefits, the Secretary shall establish rules
under which subparagraph (B) is applied to
such plan or coverage with respect to mental
health benefits by substituting for the applicable
lifetime limit an average aggregate lifetime limit
that is computed taking into account the
weighted average of the aggregate lifetime limits
applicable to such categories.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL LIMITS.—In the case of a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with such a plan) that pro-
vides both medical and surgical benefits and
mental health benefits—

‘‘(A) NO ANNUAL LIMIT.—If the plan or cov-
erage does not include an annual limit on sub-
stantially all medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may not impose any annual
limit on mental health benefits.

‘‘(B) ANNUAL LIMIT.—If the plan or coverage
includes an annual limit on substantially all
medical and surgical benefits (in this paragraph
referred to as the ‘applicable annual limit’), the
plan or coverage shall either—

‘‘(i) apply the applicable annual limit both to
medical and surgical benefits to which it other-
wise would apply and to mental health benefits
and not distinguish in the application of such
limit between such medical and surgical benefits
and mental health benefits; or

‘‘(ii) not include any annual limit on mental
health benefits that is less than the applicable
annual limit.

‘‘(C) RULE IN CASE OF DIFFERENT LIMITS.—In
the case of a plan or coverage that is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) and that in-
cludes no or different annual limits on different
categories of medical and surgical benefits, the

Secretary shall establish rules under which sub-
paragraph (B) is applied to such plan or cov-
erage with respect to mental health benefits by
substituting for the applicable annual limit an
average annual limit that is computed taking
into account the weighted average of the an-
nual limits applicable to such categories.

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed—

‘‘(1) as requiring a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connection
with such a plan) to provide any mental health
benefits; or

‘‘(2) in the case of a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connection
with such a plan) that provides mental health
benefits, as affecting the terms and conditions
(including cost sharing, limits on numbers of
visits or days of coverage, and requirements re-
lating to medical necessity) relating to the
amount, duration, or scope of mental health
benefits under the plan or coverage, except as
specifically provided in subsection (a) (in regard
to parity in the imposition of aggregate lifetime
limits and annual limits for mental health bene-
fits).

‘‘(c) EXEMPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) SMALL EMPLOYER EXEMPTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not

apply to any group health plan (and group
health insurance coverage offered in connection
with a group health plan) for any plan year of
a small employer.

‘‘(B) SMALL EMPLOYER.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the term ‘small employer’ means,
in connection with a group health plan with re-
spect to a calendar year and a plan year, an
employer who employed an average of at least 2
but not more than 50 employees on business
days during the preceding calendar year and
who employs at least 2 employees on the first
day of the plan year.

‘‘(C) APPLICATION OF CERTAIN RULES IN DE-
TERMINATION OF EMPLOYER SIZE.—For purposes
of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) APPLICATION OF AGGREGATION RULE FOR
EMPLOYERS.—Rules similar to the rules under
subsections (b), (c), (m), and (o) of section 414 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall apply
for purposes of treating persons as a single em-
ployer.

‘‘(ii) EMPLOYERS NOT IN EXISTENCE IN PRECED-
ING YEAR.—In the case of an employer which
was not in existence throughout the preceding
calendar year, the determination of whether
such employer is a small employer shall be based
on the average number of employees that it is
reasonably expected such employer will employ
on business days in the current calendar year.

‘‘(iii) PREDECESSORS.—Any reference in this
paragraph to an employer shall include a ref-
erence to any predecessor of such employer.

‘‘(2) INCREASED COST EXEMPTION.—This sec-
tion shall not apply with respect to a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with a group health plan) if
the application of this section to such plan (or
to such coverage) results in an increase in the
cost under the plan (or for such coverage) of at
least 1 percent.

‘‘(d) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO EACH OPTION
OFFERED.—In the case of a group health plan
that offers a participant or beneficiary two or
more benefit package options under the plan,
the requirements of this section shall be applied
separately with respect to each such option.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

‘‘(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMIT.—The term
‘aggregate lifetime limit’ means, with respect to
benefits under a group health plan or health in-
surance coverage, a dollar limitation on the
total amount that may be paid with respect to
such benefits under the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to an individual or
other coverage unit.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL LIMIT.—The term ‘annual limit’
means, with respect to benefits under a group

health plan or health insurance coverage, a dol-
lar limitation on the total amount of benefits
that may be paid with respect to such benefits
in a 12-month period under the plan or health
insurance coverage with respect to an individ-
ual or other coverage unit.

‘‘(3) MEDICAL OR SURGICAL BENEFITS.—The
term ‘medical or surgical benefits’ means bene-
fits with respect to medical or surgical services,
as defined under the terms of the plan or cov-
erage (as the case may be), but does not include
mental health benefits.

‘‘(4) MENTAL HEALTH BENEFITS.—The term
‘mental health benefits’ means benefits with re-
spect to mental health services, as defined under
the terms of the plan or coverage (as the case
may be), but does not include benefits with re-
spect to treatment of substance abuse or chemi-
cal dependency.

‘‘(f) SUNSET.—This section shall not apply to
benefits for services furnished on or after Sep-
tember 30, 2001.’’.

‘‘(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents in section 1 of such Act, as amended by
section 602 of this Act, is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 711 the follow-
ing new item:

‘‘Sec. 712. Parity in the application of certain
limits to mental health benefits.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to group
health plans for plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 1998.
SEC. 703. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT RELATING TO THE
GROUP MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart 2 of part A of title
XXVII of the Public Health Service Act (as
added by section 604(a)) is amended by adding
at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2705. PARITY IN THE APPLICATION OF CER-

TAIN LIMITS TO MENTAL HEALTH
BENEFITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMITS.—In the case

of a group health plan (or health insurance cov-
erage offered in connection with such a plan)
that provides both medical and surgical benefits
and mental health benefits—

‘‘(A) NO LIFETIME LIMIT.—If the plan or cov-
erage does not include an aggregate lifetime
limit on substantially all medical and surgical
benefits, the plan or coverage may not impose
any aggregate lifetime limit on mental health
benefits.

(B) LIFETIME LIMIT.—If the plan or coverage
includes an aggregate lifetime limit on substan-
tially all medical and surgical benefits (in this
paragraph referred to as the ‘applicable lifetime
limit’’), the plan or coverage shall either—

‘‘(i) apply the applicable lifetime limit both to
the medical and surgical benefits to which it
otherwise would apply and to mental health
benefits and not distinguish in the application
of such limit between such medical and surgical
benefits and mental health benefits; or

‘‘(ii) not include any aggregate lifetime limit
on mental health benefits that is less than the
applicable lifetime limit.

‘‘(C) RULE IN CASE OF DIFFERENT LIMITS.—In
the case of a plan or coverage that is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) and that in-
cludes no or different aggregate lifetime limits
on different categories of medical and surgical
benefits, the Secretary shall establish rules
under which subparagraph (B) is applied to
such plan or coverage with respect to mental
health benefits by substituting for the applicable
lifetime limit an average aggregate lifetime limit
that is computed taking into account the
weighted average of the aggregate lifetime limits
applicable to such categories.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL LIMITS.—In the case of a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with such a plan) that pro-
vides both medical and surgical benefits and
mental health benefits—
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‘‘(A) NO ANNUAL LIMIT.—If the plan or cov-

erage does not include an annual limit on sub-
stantially all medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may not impose any annual
limit on mental health benefits.

‘‘(B) ANNUAL LIMIT.—If the plan or coverage
includes an annual limit on substantially all
medical and surgical benefits (in this paragraph
referred to as the ‘applicable annual limit’), the
plan or coverage shall either—

‘‘(i) apply the applicable annual limit both to
medical and surgical benefits to which it other-
wise would apply and to mental health benefits
and not distinguish in the application of such
limit between such medical and surgical benefits
and mental health benefits; or

‘‘(ii) not include any annual limit on mental
health benefits that is less than the applicable
annual limit.

‘‘(C) RULE IN CASE OF DIFFERENT LIMITS.—In
the case of a plan or coverage that is not de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) and that in-
cludes no or different annual limits on different
categories of medical and surgical benefits, the
Secretary shall establish rules under which sub-
paragraph (B) is applied to such plan or cov-
erage with respect to mental health benefits by
substituting for the applicable annual limit on
average annual limit that is computed taking
into account the weighted average of the an-
nual limits applicable to such categories.

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section
shall be construed—

‘‘(1) as requiring a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connection
with such a plan) to provide any mental health
benefits; or

‘‘(2) in the case of a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connection
with such a plan) that provides mental health
benefits, as affecting the terms and conditions
(including cost sharing, limits on numbers of
visits or days of coverage, and requirements re-
lating to medical necessity) relating to the
amount, duration, or scope of mental health
benefits under the plan or coverage, except as
specifically provided in subsection (a) (in regard
to parity in the imposition of aggregate lifetime
limits and annual limits for mental health bene-
fits).

‘‘(c) EXEMPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) SMALL EMPLOYER EXEMPTION.—This sec-

tion shall not apply to any group health plan
(and group health insurance coverage offered in
connection with a group health plan) for any
plan year of a small employer.

‘‘(2) INCREASED COST EXEMPTION.—This sec-
tion shall not apply with respect to a group
health plan (or health insurance coverage of-
fered in connection with a group health plan) if
the application of this section to such plan (or
to such coverage) results in an increase in the
cost under the plan (or for such coverage) of at
least 1 percent.

‘‘(d) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO EACH OPTION
OFFERED.—In the case of a group health plan
that offers a participant or beneficiary two or
more benefit package options under the plan,
the requirements of this section shall be applied
separately with respect to each such option.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion;

‘‘(1) AGGREGATE LIFETIME LIMIT.—The term
‘aggregate lifetime limit’ means, with respect to
benefits under a group health plan or health in-
surance coverage, a dollar limitation on the
total amount that may be paid with respect to
such benefits under the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to an individual or
other coverage unit.

‘‘(2) ANNUAL LIMIT.—The term ‘annual limit’
means, with respect to benefits under a group
health plan or health insurance coverage, a dol-
lar limitation on the total amount of benefits
that may be paid with respect to such benefits
in a 12-month period under the plan or health
insurance coverage with respect to an individ-
ual or other coverage unit.

‘‘(3) MEDICAL OR SURGICAL BENEFITS.—The
term ‘medical or surgical benefits’ means bene-
fits with respect to medical or surgical services,
as defined under the terms of the plan or cov-
erage (as the case may be), but does not include
mental health benefits.

‘‘(4) MENTAL HEALTH BENEFITS.—The term
‘mental health benefits’ means benefits with re-
spect to mental health services, as defined under
the terms of the plan or coverage (as the case
may be), but does not include benefits with re-
spect to treatment of substance abuse or chemi-
cal dependency.

‘‘(f) SUNSET.—This section shall not apply to
benefits for services furnished on or after Sep-
tember 30, 2001.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply with respect to group
health plans for plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 1998.

And the Senate agree to the same.

JERRY LEWIS,
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH,
JAMES T. WALSH,
DAVID L. HOBSON,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
RODNEY P.

FRELINGHUYSEN,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
LOUIS STOKES,
ALAN B. MOLLOHAN,
JIM CHAPMAN,
MARCY KAPTUR,
DAVID R. OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
CONRAD BURNS,
TED STEVENS,
RICHARD C. SHELBY,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
BEN NIGHTHORSE

CAMPBELL,
MARK O. HATFIELD,
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
J. ROBERT KERREY,
ROBERT C. BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
the Senate at the conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 3666)
making appropriations for the Departments
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban
Development, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations,
and offices for the fiscal year ending Septem-
ber 30, 1997, and for other purposes, submit
the following joint statement to the House
and the Senate in explanation of the effect of
the action agreed upon by the managers and
recommended in the accompanying report.

The language and allocations set forth in
House Report 104–628 and Senate Report 104–
318 should be complied with unless specifi-
cally addressed to the contrary in the con-
ference report and statement of the man-
agers. Report language included by the
House which is not changed by the report of
the Senate or the conference, and Senate re-
port language which is not changed by the
conference is approved by the committee of
conference. The statement of the managers,
while repeating some report language for
emphasis, does not intend to negate the lan-
guage referred to above unless expressly pro-
vided herein. In cases in which the House or
Senate have directed the submission of a re-
port, such report is to be submitted to both
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions.

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 1: Appropriates
$18,671,259,000 for compensation and pensions
as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$18,497,854,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 2: Appropriates
$1,377,000,000 for readjustment benefits as
proposed by the Senate, instead of
$1,227,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 3: Limits the principal
amount of direct loans in the vocational re-
habilitation loans program account to not to
exceed $2,822,000 as proposed by the Senate,
instead of not to exceed $1,964,000 as proposed
by the House.

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 4: Delays the availability
of $700,000,000 of the medical care appropria-
tion in the equipment and land and struc-
tures object classifications until August 1,
1997, instead of delaying the availability of
$570,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$596,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes medi-
cal care funding of $210,000 to expand services
at the existing community-based outpatient
clinic in Texarkana, Texas; and $400,000 for
the homeless veterans domiciliary program
in Alaska, including the purchase of transi-
tional housing units (300,000) and the expan-
sion of the domiciliary’s video-conferencing
capabilities ($100,000).

Amendment No. 5: Appropriates $262,000,000
for medical and prosthetic research as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $257,000,000
proposed by the House. The house, in section
427 of the general provisions, increased this
appropriation by $20,000,000—to a total of
$277,000,000. The conference agreement de-
letes that general provision.

The committee of conference supports ad-
ditional research activity on osteoporosis
and related bone diseases, disorders which af-
fect both women and men. In 1993, VA medi-
cal centers cared for hip fractures in 2,650
veterans over 65 years of age. The average
length of acute hospital stay was approxi-
mately 25 days which resulted in a total of
65,720 hospital days of care. The conferees
urge the VA to prepare a long-term strategy
for research in this area, including the co-
ordination of such efforts with the Depart-
ment of Defense and the National Institutes
of Health.

Amendment No. 6: Appropriates $61,207,000
for medical administration and miscellane-
ous operating expenses, instead of $59,207,000
as proposed by the House and $62,207,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 7: Appropriates $827,584,000
for general operating expenses, instead of
$823,584,000 as proposed by the House and
$813,730,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House, in section 426 of the general provi-
sions, increased this appropriation by
$17,000,000—to a total of $840,584,000. The con-
ference agreement deletes that general pro-
vision.

The conferees agree that the decrease of
$16,146,000 below the budget estimate be ap-
plied against funds requested for the Veter-
ans Benefits Administration. The reduction
to VBA reflects the conferees’ continuing
frustration with the lethargic approach to
improving service to veterans, and is not in-
tended to worsen the backlog of pending
claims. The staffing requested for compensa-
tion and pension claims processing is fully
funded. While the Secretary has discretion in
applying the reduction, suggested areas in-
clude deferred relocation expenses, travel re-
structuring plans which will not be imple-
mented, and cash awards and bonuses.
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The conferees also agree not to earmark

any specific level of funding to improve ac-
cess for contact by telephone, but support
this Veterans Benefits Administration’s re-
structuring initiative to improve service to
veterans.

Amendment No. 8: Makes technical lan-
guage change as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 9: Appropriates $250,858,000
for construction, major projects, instead of
$245,358,000 as proposed by the House and
$178,250,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement include the fol-
lowing changes from the budget estimate:

¥$42,600,000 for the new medical center and
nursing home project in Brevard County,
Florida.

¥$15,100,000 for the renovation of psy-
chiatric wards at the Perry Point, Maryland
VA Medical Center.

+$5,000,000 for an ambulatory care addition
project at the Leavenworth, Kansas VA Med-
ical Center.

¥$15,500,000 for the renovation of facilities
and relocation of medical school functions
project at the Mountain Home, Tennessee
VA Medical Center.

+$20,000,000 for the first phase of the spinal
cord injury unit and energy center project at
the Tampa, Florida VA Medical Center.

¥$12,400,000 for the $17,400,000 requested for
the environmental improvements project at
the Pittsburgh (UD), Pennsylvania VA Medi-
cal Center.

¥$18,200,000 for the environmental en-
hancements project at the Salisbury, North
Carolina VA Medical Center.

+$16,000,000 for the research addition
project at the Portland, Oregon VA Medical
Center.

+$1,000,000 for the planning of an ambula-
tory care addition at the Lyons, New Jersey
VA Medical Center.

+$2,300,000 for the planning and design of a
renovation/reconstruction of psychiatric
care facilities project and the Murfreesboro,
Tennessee VA Medical Center.

¥5,000,000 of the $8,845,000 requested for the
advance planning fund.

¥$5,000,000 of the $15,000,000 requested for
asbestos abatement.

+$13,000,000 for the phase I development of
a new national cemetery in the Albany, New
York area.

+$1,258,000 to complete the design of a new
national cemetery in Guilford Township,
Ohio.

¥$5,000,000 requested for the judgment
fund.

The conference agreement includes the
budget request of $32,100,000 for the next
funding increment of the replacement hos-
pital at Travis Air Force Base, with bill lan-
guage delaying the release of said funds until
January 1, 1998, unless action is taken by the
Congress specifically making the funds
available sooner. The House provided
$32,100,000 for the Travis project and the Sen-
ate deleted such funds.

The conference committee recognizes that
currently there exist several scenarios for
providing medical care to veterans in this
area, including an outpatient clinic; a re-
placement hospital, which includes an out-
patient clinic; dedication of additional beds
for VA use at the Travis hospital; and utili-
zation of the Mather Air Force hospital for
veterans. The conference committee also
recognizes a recent General Accounting Of-
fice report which concludes that the Travis
construction project is not justified and that
lower-cost alternatives should be more fully
explored. However, the VA Secretary does
not concur with the GAO report and its rec-
ommendation, and continues to fully support
the project. Further, the VA is currently de-
veloping plans for restructuring the way
health care services are provided in its Si-
erra Pacific network.

The Congress has provided for two ap-
proaches to this matter in the past few
years. There is an authorization and a
$25,000,000 appropriation for an outpatient
clinic at Travis. Also, since 1991, a total of
$22,600,000 has been appropriated for a hos-
pital to replace the one at Martinez. Because
the hospital project began before the current
authorization process was enacted, it is
‘‘grandfathered’’ and no authorization for it
is required.

The language included in the bill delaying
the release of the funds prior to January 1,
1998, unless specific action is taken, will per-
mit the Congress and the VA time to reas-
sess the available options and fully consider
the GAO recommendations. To assist in this
effort, the VA is to make a report to the
Congress with recommendations as how to
best provide medical services to veterans in
the area. The authorizing committees should
review this situation and take whatever ac-
tion regarding the construction authoriza-
tion they deem appropriate.

Amendment No. 10: Appropriates
$175,000,000 for construction, minor projects,
instead of $160,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $190,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees urge the VA to give
priority to projects which will convert excess
inpatient hospital space to outpatient care
space needed to accommodate the increases
in those activities.

Amendment No. 11: Appropriates $12,300,000
for the parking revolving fund as proposed
by the House, instead of zero as proposed by
the Senate. The conferees agree that these
funds are for the parking structure compo-
nent of the ambulatory care addition project
at the Cleveland VA Medical Center.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Amendment No. 12: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate providing for the con-
veyance of a portion of the grounds at the
Tuscaloosa VA Medical Center to the City of
Tuscaloosa, Alabama.

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

HOUSING PROGRAMS

Amendment No. 13: Deletes HUD’s account
structure as proposed by the House and
stricken by Senate. Amendment number 14
replaces it with a new structure that is more
descriptive of the activities actually carried
out under the particular accounts. Many of
the activities carried out in the following ac-
counts have been either merged into three
more flexible categorical accounts and two
specialized accounts or moved to the admin-
istrative provisions of this Title: annual con-
tributions for assisted housing; housing for
special populations: elderly and disabled
housing; the flexible subsidy fund; rental
housing assistance; the public and Indian
housing certificate fund; public housing op-
erating fund; public housing capital fund; re-
vitalization of severely distressed public
housing (HOPE VII); and drug elimination
grants for low income housing.

Amendment No. 14: Inserts language pro-
viding a new account structure as proposed
by the Senate with modifications as de-
scribed below.

Appropriates $1,039,000,000 for a new ‘‘De-
velopment of additional new subsidized hous-
ing’’ account instead of $969,464,442 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Incorporated into this
account are the new construction housing
programs, including housing for the elderly
under section 202, housing for the disabled
under section 811, and public housing for In-
dian families. Within the account,
$645,000,000 is provided for developing or ac-
quiring housing under the section 202 pro-
gram, $194,000,000 for developing or acquiring
housing under the section 811 program, and

$200,000,000 for developing or acquiring public
housing for Indian families.

Appropriates $4,640,000,000 for the second
new account, called ‘‘Prevention of resident
displacement,’’ to assure against the disrup-
tive and painful effects of displacement that
families may confront from losing their sub-
sidized housing. The largest component of
this—$3,600,000,000—is appropriated to extend
expiring rent subsidy contracts for one year.
Appropriations for the remaining compo-
nents are: $850,000,000 for section 8 contract
amendments, of which $50,000,000 is for rental
assistance contracts under the Low-Income
Housing, Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990 (LIHPRHA) and the
Emergency Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion Act of 1987 (ELIHPA); and $190,000,000
for section 8 tenant-based certificates and
vouchers necessary to avoid resident dis-
placement, for witness relocation and family
unification activities, and for other pur-
poses.

HUD requested $290,000,000 for certificate
and voucher and rental assistance. Of this
amount, almost $100,000,000 was for purposes
other than providing rental assistance, in-
cluding such items as settlement of litiga-
tion, counseling services and a new, pre-
viously unauthorized ‘‘Welfare-to-Work’’ ini-
tiative. There is a trend at HUD to initiate
programs without Congressional approval
and fund them with money appropriated for
authorized programs. The conferees plan to
carefully monitor HUD’s propensity to act
without Congressional mandate. In the
meantime, the Department is directed to
present a budget request on a timely basis
that outlines and justifies their priorities
and, if funds are available and the program is
authorized, the Appropriations Committees
may provide funding after due consideration.

Appropriates $5,750,000,000 for the third new
account, ‘‘Preserving existing housing in-
vestment,’’ which incorporates public and In-
dian housing operating subsidies, moderniza-
tion, and housing preservation activities
under the LIHPRHA. A total of $2,900,000,000
is earmarked for public and Indian housing
operating subsidies, as proposed by the Sen-
ate; $2,500,000,000 is earmarked for mod-
ernization, as proposed by the Senate and
$350,000,000 is earmarked for LIHPRHA, in-
stead of $500,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

The conferees agree with the House report
language directing HUD to create perform-
ance targets for the use of funds made avail-
able for technical assistance in the mod-
ernization earmark and to report on whether
these targets are achieved.

The preservation program has been rede-
signed to reduce excessive program costs in
the form of equity take-outs, renovations
and transactions costs. To protect residents
from possible displacement in the event an
owner prepays the unpaid principal balance
remaining on the mortgage, $100,000,000 is
earmarked for tenant-based assistance. In
addition, $75,000,000 is provided to fund
projects not being sold to priority purchasers
that have approved plans of action. Finally,
$10,000,000 is provided to reimburse owners of
eligible properties where plans of action
were submitted prior to the effective date of
this Act, but were not executed because of
insufficient funds.

To assist the Congress in making a deter-
mination of whether this program is the
most cost-effective way to provide affordable
housing opportunities to low-income fami-
lies, the conferees request the General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) to evaluate and review
the program. As part of this evaluation, GAO
should review the level of compensation to
the owner relative to the actual value of the
property, the level of rehabilitation grants
relative to the rehabilitation needs of the
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property and the problems of administering
the program. Finally, because some of the is-
sues are similar, GAO should evaluate
whether there are lessons to be learned from
the experience with the preservation pro-
gram that can be applied to portfolio re-
engineering.

Two accounts have been retained sepa-
rately because of their unique characteris-
tics: the revitalization of severely distressed
public housing account and the drug elimi-
nation grants for low income housing ac-
count, as proposed by the House. In these ac-
counts, $550,000,000 is appropriated to the se-
verely distressed program, and $290,000,000 is
appropriated to the drug elimination grants
program to assist public housing authorities
to fight drug problems in their communities.

Language is inserted to ensure that HOPE
VI funds are used for the purpose of revitaliz-
ing severely distressed public housing facili-
ties. HUD attempted to provide funds to pre-
determined housing authorities to settle liti-
gation unconnected with the HOPE VI pro-
gram. Furthermore, preferential scoring was
given to housing projects that included pro-
posals for an unauthorized program. HUD is
directed to end such practices immediately.
Finally, in assessing public housing demoli-
tion/disposition applications, the conferees
urge HUD to review closely the local housing
needs of a community, including shortages of
affordable housing for low-income families,
the size of the waiting list for the public
housing, as well as the size of the local
homeless population.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS FUND

Amendment No. 15: Deletes the language
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate to delay the availability of
$300,000,000 of this appropriation until the
last day of the fiscal year.

Consistent with Congressional efforts to
devolve greater authority to lower levels of
government and to empower citizens to de-
velop self-help solutions within their respec-
tive communities and neighborhoods, the
conferees recommend that HUD encourage
States and entitlement communities to sup-
port neighborhood revitalization activities
sponsored or administered by small non-
profit community-based entities. The John
Heinz Neighborhood Development Program
is a model that states could follow.

Amendment No. 16: Earmarks $67,000,000
for grants to Indian tribes instead of
$61,400,000 as proposed by the House, and
$68,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 17: Earmarks $1,500,000 for
a grant to the National American Indian
Housing Council (NAIHC) as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $1,000,000 as proposed by
the House.

Amendment No. 18: Earmarks $60,000,000
for grants promoting self-sufficiency for resi-
dents of public housing, which is $10,000,000
above the level proposed by the Senate. Ear-
marks up to $5,000,000 for the Tenant Oppor-
tunity Program and up to $5,000,000 for the
Moving-to-Work demonstration created in
the fiscal year 1996 appropriations measure.

Funds for the Tenant Opportunity Pro-
gram shall not be available for any purpose
until the Secretary certifies that the pro-
gram is working effectively. The conferees
are concerned about reports of wasteful
spending practices and allegedly fraudulent
activities within the program, practices
which put the program at risk of elimination
altogether.

Amendment No. 19: Earmarks $20,000,000
for public housing authorities and other fed-
erally-assisted low income housing programs
to reimburse law enforcement entities and to
augment security services, as proposed by
the Senate.

Amendment No. 20: Earmarks $30,000,000
for the Youthbuild program, instead of
$20,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$40,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 21: Inserts a technical cor-
rection to the language as proposed by the
Senate.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

FHA-MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

Amendment No. 22: Transfers $350,595,000
from FHA-mutual mortgage insurance guar-
anteed loan receipts for administrative ex-
penses as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$341,595,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 23: Limits use of trans-
ferred funds to $343,483,000 for departmental
salaries and expenses as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of $334,483,000 as proposed by the
House.

FHA-GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

Amendment No. 24: Transfers $207,470,000
from the FHA-General and Special Risk Pro-
gram account for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed and direct loan
program as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $202,470,000, as proposed by the House. Of
this transfer, $203,299,000 is for departmental
salaries and expenses as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $198,299,000, as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 25: Inserts a technical cor-
rection to the language as proposed by the
Senate.

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE
ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES
LOAN

GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT

Amendment No. 26: Transfers $9,383,000
from receipts generated by the GNMA-guar-
antees of mortgage-backed securities for ad-
ministrative expenses necessary to carry out
the guaranteed mortgage-backed securities
program as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $9,101,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 27: Limits use of transfer
of $9,303,000 for salaries and expenses, as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $9,101,000 as
proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 28: Inserts a technical cor-
rection to the language as proposed by the
Senate.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 29: Appropriates
$976,840,000 for departmental salaries and ex-
penses, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$919,147,000 as proposed by the House. The
agreement also provides that $15,000,000 is
contingent on HUD providing to the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees a
strategic plan that results in reducing the
full-time equivalent (FTE) employment level
to 7,500 in fiscal year 2000. Once the plan is
reviewed, the additional funds will be made
available to provide retraining programs for
employees, to pay for related costs of person-
nel making permanent changes in station,
and other costs related to downsizing the De-
partment. During this process, it will be ex-
tremely important for senior management
staff to engage in open discussions with the
unions and career HUD employees.

Amendment No. 30: Transfers $546,782,000
from various funds of the Federal Housing
Administration for salaries and expenses as
proposed by the Senate, instead of
$532,782,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 31: Transfers $9,383,000
from funds of GNMA for salaries and ex-
penses as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$9,101,000 as proposed by the House.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Amendment No. 32: Inserts a technical cor-
rection to the language as proposed by the
Senate.

OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE
OVERSIGHT

Amendment No. 33: Appropriates $15,500,000
for the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Oversight (OFHEO) instead of $14,895,000 as
proposed by the House, and $15,751,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conferees are concerned that this of-
fice is a growing bureaucracy which has not
met its responsibilities to develop and imple-
ment financial safety and soundness require-
ments for the two housing government spon-
sored enterprises (GSEs): the Federal Home
Loan Mortgage Corporation (FHLMC) and
the Federal National Mortgage Association
(FNMA).

Additonally, the conference agreement re-
quires the General Accounting Office (GAO)
to audit the operations of OFHEO relating to
staff organization, expertise, capacity and
contracting to ensure that resources are ade-
quate and are being used appropriately for
developing and implementing financial safe-
ty and soundness requirements for FNMA
and FHLMC, as required under the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1992.

The matter is addressed in Amendment No.
110.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 34: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate regarding minimum rents, and inserts
language proposed by the Senate to extend
administrative provisions from the fiscal
year 1996 VA/HUD Appropriations Act,
amended to include modified House language
regarding minimum rents. The conference
agreement inserts language to allow mini-
mum rents of up to $50 for public housing
and section 8 housing. The remaining exten-
sions of authority, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, are included in the provision including:
suspension of the one-for-one replacement
requirement, reforms to the public housing
modernization program, rent reforms, the re-
peal of federal preferences, suspension of sec-
tion 8(t) of the United States Housing Act of
1937, the ‘‘take one, take all’’ requirement,
suspension of certain notice requirements for
owners who participate in the certificate and
voucher programs, suspension of section
8(d)(1)(B), the ‘‘endless lease’’ requirement
and retaining fair market rents at the 40th
percentile of modest cost existing housing
instead of the 45th percentile calculation.

Additionally, the conference agreement
modifies the manner in which administrative
fees for tenant-based assistance are cal-
culated, delays the reissuance of section 8
vouchers and certificates by three months,
reduces annual adjustment factors by 1% for
units where tenants do not move and limits
high cost units. Finally, the conference
agreement extends for one year those re-
forms made to the single family mortgage
assignment program and reforms made to
the disposition process of multifamily prop-
erties and mortgages owned or held by the
Secretary.

Amendment No. 35: Amends language pro-
posed by the Senate to provide up to
$20,000,000 of unobligated balances from the
Nehemiah Housing Opportunity Grant pro-
gram for activities to promote and imple-
ment homeownership opportunities.

Amendment No. 36: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to cancel the indebted-
ness of the Greene County Rural Health Cen-
ter.

Amendment No. 37: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to transfer all uncom-
mitted balances of excess rental charges to
the flexible subsidy fund.
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Amendment No. 38: Inserts language pro-

posed by the Senate which reduces by
$2,000,000 all uncommitted balances of au-
thorizations under section 236 of the Na-
tional Housing Act.

Amendment No. 39: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate which allows funds with-
held by HUD from the District of Columbia’s
Department of Public and Assisted Housing
(DPAH) to be used by DPAH’s successor
agency, the District of Columbia Housing
Authority (DCHA), unless that agency is
deemed troubled at the end of fiscal year
1998.

Amendment No. 40: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate regarding financial ad-
justment factors, amended to appropriate
$464,442 for the Utah Housing Finance Agen-
cy to pay for amounts lost to the agency in
bond refinancings.

Amendment No. 41: Amends language pro-
posed by the Senate regarding section 8 con-
tract renewal authority repealing the sec-
tion 8 Multifamily Housing Portfolio Re-
structuring Demonstration created in the
fiscal year 1996 VA/HUD Appropriations Act,
Public Law 104–134. The revised demonstra-
tion does not nullify any agreements or pro-
posals that have been considered under the
1996 demonstration. Furthermore, to the ex-
tent those participants have requested ten-
ant-based contracts, those units should not
be counted under the cap included in this re-
vised demonstration.

The revised demonstration is structured so
that several distinct processes can be set up
and their results evaluated. Stringent re-
porting requirements have been added so
Congress will know how the demonstration
is proceeding.

Given the uncertainty about how portfolio
reengineering will work, the conferees be-
lieve it is critical to be able to evaluate the
framework immediately. Furthermore, the
information gathered through the dem-
onstration will be valuable to the authoriz-
ing committees as they craft legislation to:
(1) decrease the escalating costs of section 8
rental assistance; (2) prevent mortgage de-
faults; (3) protect against resident disloca-
tion; and (4) resolve associated tax issues.

Under the legislation, HUD is required to
renew for up to one year all FHA-insured
mortgages with section 8 contracts with
rents at or below 120 percent of the fair mar-
ket rent for an area. This safe-harbor pro-
vides HUD with the administrative ability to
focus on those FHA-insured multifamily
housing projects with significantly oversub-
sidized rents. Projects with contract rents
above 120 percent of fair market rent may
have their section 8 contracts renewed at 120
percent of the fair market rent, enter into a
mortgage workout, or participate in the
demonstration.

HUD is provided with flexible tools, includ-
ing reinsurance authority, the use of project-
based and tenant-based assistance, authority
to forgive debt, budget-based rents, the use
of bifurcated mortgages, partial and full pay-
ment of claim authority, credit enhance-
ments, the ability to enter into risk-sharing
arrangements and the sale of benefits and
burdens of FHA multifamily mortgage insur-
ance.

HUD is authorized to enter into contracts
with qualified state housing finance agen-
cies, local housing agencies, and nonprofits
as a partner or as a designee to administer
the program for HUD. HUD may contract
and subcontract with private-sector entities
who have the expertise and capacity nec-
essary to ensure that mortgage
restructurings are handled to the best advan-
tage of the Federal government, the develop-
ment, the community and the residents.

The importance of carrying out this dem-
onstration effectively cannot be overstated

in light of the families the projects serve.
Many of the properties are home to elderly
and disabled families, and may be located in
high-cost rental markets with little avail-
able, affordable housing or are in rural areas
with scarce housing resources. In most cases,
the projects are oversubsidized and are in
danger of defaulting on their mortgage if the
section 8 payments are reduced to market
levels, raising concerns of owner disinvest-
ment, resident displacement, and govern-
ment ownership, management and disposi-
tion of the housing inventory. To achieve
deficit reduction and a balance budget, con-
tinuing the existing subsidy arrangements is
simply not an option.

Amendment No. 42: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to waive section 282 of
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act as it applies to Hawaiian Home
Lands.

Amendment No. 43: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate allowing HUD to estab-
lish a buyout plan to downsize the Depart-
ment and inserts language authorizing the
Secretary to transfer from section 8 recap-
tures, up to $50,000,000 to be used to fund
amendments for LIHPRHA contracts, and up
to $25,000,000 for housing opportunities for
persons with AIDs (HOPWA). The conferees
intend that the recaptured funds shall be
used first for LIHPRHA and remaining funds
for HOPWA.

Amendment No. 44: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to require HUD to main-
tain public notice and comment rulemaking.

Amendment No. 45: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to change the definition
of ‘‘urban county’’ to include those counties
that have a population of at least 210,000 per-
sons, that have experienced a population de-
crease and have had a 100-year old federal
naval installation closed by the Base Closure
and Realignment Commission.

Amendment No. 46: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate to promote fair housing
and free speech.

Amendment No. 47: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate to limit HUD from in-
suring any section 220 projects under the Na-
tional Housing Act for more than $250,000,000
without sending a justification to the Con-
gress and inserts technical provisions to: 1)
transition to the new account structure; 2)
coordinate tax credits and section 8 assist-
ance allocated to projects in New Brunswick,
New Jersey; 3) extend the authority of the
City of Los Angeles to use up to 25% of its
CDBG allocation for public services; 4) deter-
mine rent level in the section 236 program;
and 5) revise the Fair Housing Initiatives
Program (FHIP) to clarify that funds shall
not be used to lobby the Congress or execu-
tive branches of government.
TITLE III—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES—

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND
COMMUNITY SERVICE

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS
OPERATING EXPENSES

Amendment No. 48: Appropriates
$400,500,000 for national and community serv-
ice programs operating expenses as proposed
by the Senate, instead of $365,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House. The House, in section 427
of the general provisions, reduced this appro-
priation and the appropriation for the Office
of Inspector General to zero. The conference
agreement deletes the part of that provision
which eliminates funding for the national
service programs.

Amendment No. 49: Limits funds for edu-
cational awards to not more than $59,000,000
as proposed by the Senate, instead of to not
more than $40,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 50: Limits funds for grants
under the National Service Trust, including

the AmeriCorps program, to not more than
$214,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $201,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 51: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate limiting funds for na-
tional direct programs to not more than
$40,000,000.

Amendment No. 52: Limits funds for the
Points of Light Foundation to not more than
$5,500,000 as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $5,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 53: Limits funds for the
Civilian Community Corps to not more than
$18,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $17,500,000 as proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 54: Limits funds for the
school-based and community-based service-
learning programs to not more than
$43,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $41,500,000 as proposed by the House.

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS

Amendment No. 55: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate increasing the salaries and expenses ap-
propriation by $1,411,000.

Amendment No. 56: Earmarks $700,000 of
the salaries and expenses appropraiton for
the pro bono representation program as pro-
posed by the Senate, instead of $634,000 as
proposed by the House.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Amendment No. 57: Appropriates
$542,000,000 for science and technology activi-
ties instead of $538,500,000 as proposed by the
House and $545,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The conferees are in agreement with the
following changes to the budget request:

+$2,150,000 for the Mickey Leland National
Urban Air Toxics Research Center.

+$2,500,000 for the American Water Works
Association Research Foundation.

+$700,000 for continued study of livestock
and agricultural pollution abatement.

+$750,000 for oil spill remediation research
at the Louisiana Environmental Research
Center at McNeese State University.

+$1,100,000 to continue the PM–10 study in
the San Joaquin Valley, California.

+$750,000 for continuation of the Resource
and Agriculture Policy Systems Program at
Iowa State University.

+$1,500,000 for EPSCoR.
+$1,000,000 for a study of the salinity of the

Salton Sea by the University of Redlands.
+$1,200,000 for the lower Mississippi River

interagency cancer study (LMRICS).
+$750,000 for research on environmental

lung disease through the National Jewish
Center for Immunology and Respiratory
Medicine.

+$1,000,000 for the Center for Air Toxics
Metals.

+$300,000 for the clean air status and trends
network (CASTNet) monitoring stations in
New England.

+$1,500,000 for the Water Environmental
Research Foundation.

+$1,000,000 for research on the health ef-
fects of arsenic.

+$5,000,000 for the Mine Waste Technology
Program.

+$250,000 for research and development
needs in onsite and alternative water and
wastewater systems through the National
Decentralized Water Resources Capacity De-
velopment Project.

¥$17,600,000 from the Environmental Tech-
nology Initiative, leaving $10,000,000 for tech-
nology verification activities.

¥$10,000,000 from the increase proposed for
the climate change action plan.

¥$2,200,000 from the EMAP program.
¥$7,000,000 from academic graduate fellow-

ships.
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¥$20,398,000 as a general reduction. In

determing the level of general reduction
under this account, the conferees note that
directed reductions were not taken for en-
forcement and for hiring additional employ-
ees. Rather, the conferees agree that this
general reduction be taken on an equitable
basis from all intramural (salaries and ex-
penses) and extramural (contracts and
grants) activities at the Agency, including
management and support, research, enforce-
ment, regulatory activities and technical as-
sistance.

The conferees encourage EPA to work with
institutions of higher learning to establish
and operate small public water system tech-
nology assistance centers, the need for which
was recognized in the recently enacted Safe
Drinking Water Act Amendments.

The conferees support the continuation of
the Superfund Innovative Technology Eval-
uation (SITE) program, which has been
moved to the science and technology ac-
count, at the budget request level. The pro-
gram is expected to focus on the validation
and verification of the performance of inno-
vative technologies developed by the private
sector that will serve to reduce remediation
times and costs.

Within 90 days of enactment of this Act,
the conferees direct EPA to enter into an
agreement with the National Academy of
Sciences (NAS) to conduct a comprehensive
two-year study of the human health effects
of synthetic and naturally occurring sub-
stances that may have an effect in humans
that is similar to an effect produced by the
hormone estrogen, and such other hormone
related effects as EPA may designate. The
conferees expect this study will examine the
occurrence, toxicological data, mechanisms
of action, and relative risk of synthetic and
naturally occurring hormone related toxi-
cants in the causation of human health prob-
lems. Because of the recent enactment of
provisions mandating the development of
screening programs for these substances, the
study should also address issues central to
the development of a cost-effective screening
program, including how to select and
prioritize chemicals for testing, which test
or tests to include in a screening program,
and the most appropriate way to use the re-
sulting information in developing risk esti-
mates. If the EPA has already entered into
an agreement or agreements with the NAS
with regard to hormone related toxicants,
the EPA is expected to merge all such stud-
ies into one report. The conferees expect
such study to be completed within two years
and ask the NAS to transmit the subsequent
report to the Committees on Appropriations
as well as to the EPA. Prior to release of the
study and before proposing any regulations
or testing programs that address estrogen or
hormone related characteristics, the Agency
is directed to thoroughly consult with the
NAS and to consider the findings and rec-
ommendations of this study. The conferees
expect that any written comments submit-
ted by the NAS on a proposed regulation, as
well as any EPA response to such comments,
will be published as part of any final EPA
rulemaking on this matter.

Finally, the conferees agree that of the
$35,000,000 transferred to science and tech-
nology from hazardous substance superfund,
$2,500,000 is for the Gulf Coast Hazardous
Substance Research Center.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

Amendment No. 58: Appropriates
$1,710,000,000 for environmental programs and
management instead of $1,704,500,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $1,731,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conferees are in agreement with the
following changes to the budget request:

+$2,500,000 for environmental justice activi-
ties.

+$4,550,000 for rural water technical assist-
ance activities in addition to the levels pro-
vided in the budget request, including
$2,100,000 for activities of the National Rural
Water Association; $900,000 for RCAPs;
$150,000 for the GWPC; $350,000 for the Small
Flows Clearinghouse; $1,000,000 for the Na-
tional Environmental Training Center; and
$50,000 to establish a regional waste water
training center at Vermont Technical Col-
lege.

+$1,000,000 to continue the onsite
wastewater treatment demonstration pro-
gram through the Small Flows Clearing-
house.

+$2,500,000 for the Southwest Center for En-
vironmental Research and Policy.

+$700,000 to enable the Long Island Sound
Office to continue the implementation of the
Sound’s long-term conservation and manage-
ment plan.

+$250,000 for a study of EPA’s Mobile
Source Emissions Factor Model to be con-
ducted by the National Academy of Sciences.

+$500,000 for ongoing programs of the Ca-
naan Valley Institute.

+$900,000 for continuing work on the water
quality management plan for Skaneateles,
Owasco, and Otisco Lake watersheds.

+$300,000 for continuing work on the
Cortland County, New York aquifer protec-
tion plan.

+$1,500,000 for the National Institute for
Environmental Renewal for development of
an integrated environmental monitoring and
data management system.

+$3,000,000 for a sludge-to-oil-reactor
(STORS) and nitrogen removal system dem-
onstration project in the San Bernardino
Valley Municipal Water District.

+$1,250,000 for the South Shore Tahoe
Transportation demonstration.

+$3,500,000 for the Lake Hollingsworth lake
dredging technology demonstration, Lake-
land, Florida.

+$5,000,000 for the West Palm Beach, Flor-
ida potable water reuse demonstration
project.

+$290,000 for an analysis of the perennial
yield of good quality groundwater in the
Wadsworth Sub-basin for the town of
Fernley, Nevada.

+$2,000,000 for continuing work on the New
York/New Jersey Dredge Decontamination
pilot study authorized by section 405 of the
Water Resources Development Act of 1992.

+$900,000 for continuation of the Sac-
ramento River Toxic Pollutant Control pro-
gram, to be cost shared.

+$500,000 for the small water system coop-
erative initiative at Montana State Univer-
sity.

+$320,000 for the regional environmental fi-
nance centers.

+$300,000 for recycling and reuse tech-
nology development at the Iowa Waste Re-
duction Center.

+$1,000,000 for the non-profit For the Sake
of the Salmon to fund watershed coordina-
tors for salmon protection in the Pacific
Northwest.

+$2,000,000 to continue the leaking above
ground storage tank demonstration in the
State of Alaska.

+$250,000 for the final year of EPA’s dem-
onstration program on the Potomac River’s
north branch of an acid mine drainage reme-
diation project.

+$300,000 to continue the evaluation of
ground water quality in Missouri.

+$1,000,000 for a Missouri watershed initia-
tive cooperative demonstration project with
the Food and Agricultural Policy Research
Institute to link economic and environ-
mental data with ambient water quality.

+$750,000 for the Lake Champlain manage-
ment plan.

+$2,000,000 to demonstrate the latest tech-
nology in utilizing reclaimed water from a
wastewater treatment facility in Silverton,
Oregon.

+$500,000 to continue the model coordi-
nated tribal water quality program in Wash-
ington State.

+$400,000 to continue the Maui algal bloom
project.

+$400,000 to continue support of the Ala
Wai Canal water improvement demonstra-
tion project.

+$700,000 for the solar aquatic waste water
treatment demonstration project in Ver-
mont.

+$850,000 for the Nebraska municipal gov-
ernments mandates initiative.

+$525,000 for an early childhood initiative
in environmental education.

+$1,000,000 for a Federal contribution to the
New York City watershed protection pro-
gram.

+$250,000 for the Nature Conservancy of
Alaska for protection of the Kenai River wa-
tershed.

+$1,500,000 for wastewater training grants
under section 104(g) of the Clean Water Act.

+$200,000 to continue the cleanup of Five
Island Lake.

+$500,000 for the Alabama Department of
Environmental Management to conduct a
study on innovations in sewer system devel-
opment and operation.

+$100,000 for a demonstration project on
the use of oysters to improve water quality
in Chesapeake Bay tributaries.

+$1,000,000 for a small business compliance
demonstration project pursuant to section
215 of the Small Business Regulatory En-
forcement Fairness Act of 1996.

+$1,000,000 for a grant program to assist es-
tablished conservancies to develop or com-
plete stream restoration or watershed man-
agement plans as approved by CALFED con-
sistent with the Bay-Delta Category III Pro-
gram. The conferees expect that the Agen-
cy’s fiscal year 1998 budget estimates will
identify in detail the funds and programs
dedicated to implementation of the Bay-
Delta Accord, and, in addition, expect that
the Agency’s 1997 Operating Plan will iden-
tify the funding amounts provided all pro-
grams and projects which will serve to ad-
vance or are consistent with the implemen-
tation of the Accord.

+$1,000,000 for the Michigan Biotechnology
Institute’s pilot program for commercializ-
ing environmental technologies of national
strategic benefit.

+$200,000 for the Alabama Water and
Wastewater Institute to train and upgrade
waste treatment works operators and main-
tenance personnel as required by the Clean
Water Act.

¥$5,000,000 from the new sustainable devel-
opment challenge grant program.

¥$43,500,000 from the ETI program. The
conferees agree that the design for the envi-
ronment (DfE) initiative should not be treat-
ed as part of the ETI program and is thus not
included in this reduction.

¥$48,000,000 from climate change action
plan programs. The conferees note that these
programs will remain funded at nearly
$68,000,000, which is similar to that provided
in fiscal year 1996.

¥$500,000 from the Gulf of Mexico program.
¥$2,000,000 from EPA’s air programs.
¥$1,000,000 from low priority programs spe-

cifically related to NAFTA.
¥$2,500,000 from non-specific regulatory

programs as outlined in the budget request.
¥$2,000,000 from the National Service Ini-

tiative.
¥$7,000,000 from the Montreal Protocol fa-

cilitation fund, thus level-funding this pro-
gram at the 1996 level.

¥$1,000,000 from the GLOBE program.
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¥$121,014,000 as a general reduction. In de-

termining the level of general reduction
under this account, the conferees note that
directed reductions were not taken for en-
forcement, management and support, or for
new hires. Rather, the conferees agree that
this general reduction be taken on an equi-
table basis from all intramural (salaries and
expenses) and extramural (contracts and
grants) activities of the Agency, including
management and support, enforcement, reg-
ulatory activities and technical assistance.

Of the amounts contained herein, the con-
ferees have provided up to $500,000 to con-
tinue efforts to ensure smooth implementa-
tion of notification of lead-based paint haz-
ards during real estate transactions, direct
that no less than $300,000 be allocated to the
Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use
Management to provide technical assistance
and policy guidance to its member States,
and expect that the National Environmental
Education and Training Foundation will be
funded at the same ratio as it was during fis-
cal year 1996. Within the amount provided
for the Office of Small and Disadvantaged
Business Utilization, the Agency is encour-
aged to make training grants to small, mi-
nority and women-owned businesses for haz-
ardous waste cleanup; for lead-based paint
abatement; for radon activities; and for un-
derground storage tank cleanup.

The conferees note that the implementa-
tion of new legislation on drinking water and
food safety likely will require some redirec-
tion of EPA resources. Given that these bills
were only recently enacted, the Committees
on Appropriations were unable to consider
associated funding requirements. The con-
ferees therefore expect EPA to address any
funding requirements for implementation of
these important statutes, such as drinking
water health effects research, in the Agen-
cy’s operating plan.

The conferees recognize that leaking above
ground tanks storing petroleum or petro-
leum products pose complex challenges for
communities, and can threaten groundwater,
the most critical source of drinking water.
The conferees are concerned that EPA has
yet to take substantive action on many rec-
ommendations made by the General Ac-
counting Office in two reports. The conferees
strongly urge EPA to address gaps in the
program identified in the GAO reports, in-
cluding secondary containment, overfill pre-
vention, testing, inspection, compatibility,
installation, corrosion protection, and struc-
tural integrity of petroleum tanks in excess
of 42,000 gallons. EPA is further urged to con-
sider ways of streamlining the administra-
tion of the above ground storage tank pro-
gram.

The conferees direct the Agency to report
to the Committees on Appropriations on the
number of chemical waste landfills that have
received waivers of the siting requirements
under the Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA), pursuant to 40 CFR 761.75(c)(4), and
describe in detail the process by which re-
quests for such waivers are considered and
approved. Further, the conferees encourage
the Agency to respond thoroughly to all
comments filed by local governments and
knowledgeable parties on the TSCA permit
application for PCB-waste disposal in Wayne
County, Michigan, prior to any final action
on that application.

The conferees express their support for
EPA’s continued funding to allow the
Sokaogon Chippewa Community to assess
the environmental impacts of a proposed sul-
fide mine project. The conferees expect the
EPA to work within existing funds to assist
the Sokaogon Chippewa Community in their
efforts to contribute adequate and up-to-date
information to federal agencies reviewing
the mine proposal.

The conferees are aware that the EPA is
under court order to make a decision on
whether to change the current National Am-
bient Air Quality Standard for Particulates.
The court has ordered the EPA to issue a
proposed decision by November 29, 1996, and
a final decision by June 28, 1997. The con-
ferees note that at present, there appears to
be insufficient data available for the Agency
to decide what changes, if any, should be
made to the current standard. In particular,
some scientists have concluded that current
data do not adequately demonstrate causal-
ity or provide sufficient information to es-
tablish a specific new control strategy.
Moreover, the EPA’s Clean Air Scientific Ad-
visory Committee is meeting soon to begin
to design its recommended particulate re-
search program for the Agency. The con-
ferees further note that, at EPA’s request,
$18,800,000 has been included in the con-
ference agreement for research on particu-
late matter. Given that monitoring and re-
search into causality have only just begun,
the conferees believe it may be premature
for the Agency to promulgate new particu-
late standards at this time. The conferees
encourage EPA to consider a ‘‘no change’’
option as part of its proposed decision due by
November 29, 1996, and for its final decision
due in June, 1997. The conferees expect to
continue to support the EPA’s research and
monitoring programs to develop the nec-
essary data as quickly as possible.

The conferees are concerned regarding the
practical utility of requiring the submittal
of more information from the regulated com-
munity associated with EPA’s planned ex-
pansion of the Toxics Release Inventory
(TRI). The conferees understand that the pa-
perwork burden on businesses and state and
local government associated with EPA re-
quirements has increased over the past year,
despite an initiative to reduce paperwork.
Further, EPA has neither an integrated pro-
gram to manage information nor an inven-
tory of current reporting requirements on
the regulated community. Despite new infor-
mation-gathering initiatives, EPA has pro-
posed no improvement in the collection,
analysis, and communication of information
to the public on its own priorities, perform-
ance, or the effectiveness of such initiatives
in improving the public’s ‘‘right-to-know.’’
Moreover, EPA has not sufficiently consid-
ered options to maximize the use of informa-
tion already reported by facilities and avail-
able to citizens locally under the federal
Emergency Planning and Community Right-
to-Know Act (EPCRA) in its efforts to ex-
pand TRI to include more data on chemical
uses.

The conferees thus direct a study by the
General Accounting Office to:

(1) Identify options for improving the
right-to-know program to more effectively
address community concerns regarding risks
associated with chemicals and to commu-
nicate risks to the public;

(2) Evaluate EPA information management
practices, their utility in implementing the
Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA), and their overall effectiveness in re-
ducing paperwork requirements.

(3) Recommend ways to increase account-
ability among federal agencies in complying
with existing TRI reporting requirements.

(4) Address the effectiveness of current
mechanisms required under EPCRA at the
local level in providing existing information
on chemicals to the public; and

(5) Assess whether existing and new infor-
mation requirements are designed to support
the Agency’s planning, budgeting, and ac-
countability system that will implement
GPRA.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

Amendment No. 59: Appropriates $87,220,000
for buildings and facilities instead of

$107,220,000 as proposed by the House and
$27,220,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 60: Inserts language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate which authorizes construction of a con-
solidated research facility at Research Tri-
angle Park, North Carolina. Such authoriza-
tion provides for construction of this new fa-
cility through incrementally funded multi-
year contracts at a total maximum cost of
$232,000,000, permits obligation of funds pro-
vided in this Act, and prohibits EPA from
obligating monies in excess of those amounts
made available in Appropriations Acts.

The conferees note that of the $87,220,000,
$27,220,000 is available for necessary repair
and maintenance costs at all EPA facilities,
as well as renovation and construction costs
for EPA’s new headquarters facilities. The
remaining $60,000,000, added to the $50,000,000
appropriated in fiscal year 1996, provides
nearly one-half of the total construction
costs of this important and necessary new
research facility.

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND

Amendment No. 61: Appropriates
$1,394,245,000 for hazardous substance
superfund as proposed by the Senate instead
of $2,201,200,000 as proposed by the House, and
inserts language proposed by the Senate
which provides that $100,000,000 of the appro-
priated amount shall not become available
until September 1, 1997.

Included in the appropriated level are the
following amounts:

$906,238,000 for response action/cleanup ac-
tivities, including $36,754,000, the budget re-
quest, for brownfields activities.

$171,194,000, the budget request, for enforce-
ment activities.

$124,874,000 for management and support,
including $11,000,000 to be transferred to the
Office of Inspector General.

$64,000,000 for the Agency for Toxic Sub-
stances and Disease Registry (ATSDR).
Within this amount, the conferees direct
that up to $4,000,000 be used for minority
health professions, no less than the fiscal
year 1996 level be made available for continu-
ation of the health effects study on the con-
sumption of Great Lakes fish, and $900,000 be
made available for continuation of the can-
cer cluster study in the Toms River area of
New Jersey. The conferees note in this re-
gard that some $300,000 has previously been
expended by ATSDR for this study, thus the
$900,000 made available in this action will
bring to $1,200,000 the amount so far avail-
able for this important activity.

$53,527,000 for the National Institute for
Environmental Health Sciences (NIEHS), in-
cluding $32,527,000 for research activities and
$21,000,000 for worker training.

$30,000,000, the fiscal year 1996 level, for
transfer to the Department of Justice.

$9,412,000, the budget request, for reimburs-
able activities of other Federal agencies, in-
cluding the U.S. Coast Guard, NOAA, FEMA,
OSHA and the Department of the Interior.

$35,000,000 to be transferred to the science
and technology account for necessary and
appropriate research activities. Of this
amount, the conferees note that $2,500,000 is
available for the Gulf Coast Hazardous Sub-
stance Research Center and direct that other
such research centers be funded at an appro-
priate level at least equal to the funding
level provided in fiscal year 1996.

The conferees expect the Agency to quick-
ly act on the direction contained in the
House report regarding an ATSDR study in
Caldwell County, North Carolina. The con-
ferees also direct that all fiscal year 1996 car-
ryover funds be applied to response action/
cleanup activities.

The conferees note that on June 4, 1996,
EPA announced an administrative reform to
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allow interest to accrue on site-specific spe-
cial accounts in which Superfund settlement
funds dedicated to specific site cleanups are
held. Under this new policy, accrued interest
would directly benefit the Superfund site and
the community where the site is located, and
prevent the funds which parties pay in set-
tlement from losing value over time. The
conferees applaud the Agency’s decision to
move forward with this administrative re-
form which can control remedy costs, pro-
mote cost-effectiveness, decrease litigation,
increase fairness in the enforcement process,
and reduce transaction costs in the
Superfund program. The conferees urge the
EPA, as well as the Department of Justice,
Office of Management and Budget, and the
Department of the Treasury, to move for-
ward to implement this administrative im-
provement as soon as possible.

Finally, the conferees are concerned about
the lack of progress at Pepe Field Superfund
Site, Boonton, New Jersey. EPA is directed
to finalize the remedial design immediately
and to proceed with the construction rem-
edy.

Amendment No. 62: Provides $1,144,245,000
of the appropriated amount from the
superfund trust fund as proposed by the Sen-
ate instead of $1,951,200,000 as proposed by
the House.

Amendment No. 63: Provides $64,000,000 of
the appropriated amount for the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) as proposed by the Senate instead
of $59,000,000 for ATSDR as proposed by the
House.

Amendment No. 64: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate which provided that $861,000,000 of the ap-
propriated level be available for obligation
only upon enactment of future appropria-
tions legislation that specifically makes
these funds available for obligation.

Amendment No. 65: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate which provided that $1,200,000 of the ap-
propriated amount be made available for the
ATSDR to conduct a cancer cluster study in
the Toms River area of the State of New Jer-
sey. The conferees have provided an addi-
tional $900,000 for this study included in the
appropriated amount for the ATSDR.

Amendment No. 66: Appropriates $60,000,000
for the leaking underground storage tank
trust fund as proposed by the Senate instead
of $66,500,000 as proposed by the House.

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Amendment No. 67: Appropriates
$2,875,207,000 for state and tribal assistance
grants instead of $2,768,207,000 as proposed by
the House and $2,815,207,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

From within the appropriated level, the
conferees agree to the following amounts:

$625,000,000 for clean water State revolving
fund capitalization grants.

$1,275,000,000 for drinking water State re-
volving fund capitalization grants.

$100,000,000 for architectural, engineering,
planning, design, construction and related
activities in connection with the construc-
tion of high priority water and wastewater
facilities in the area of the United States-
Mexico border.

$50,000,000 for cost-shared grants to the
State of Texas to improve wastewater treat-
ment for colonias.

$15,000,000 for cost-shared grants to the
State of Alaska to address water supply and
wastewater infrastructure needs of rural and
Alaska Native Villages.

$136,000,000 for special needs wastewater
treatment and groundwater protection infra-
structure grants.

$674,207,000 for state and tribal program/
categorical grants. Of this amount, the con-

ferees note that $28,000,000 is for multi-media
tribal general assistance grants or perform-
ance partnership grants, at a Tribe’s request.
The conferees recognize that this level,
which is the budget request, exceeds the au-
thorized ceiling of $15,000,000 included in the
Indian Environmental General Assistance
Programs Act. The conferees also agree that,
within the amount provided for wetlands im-
plementation grants, EPA may make funds
available to states to assist them with the
routine expenses of conducting section 404
regulatory programs that have been assumed
by the States.

Amendment No. 68: Provides $1,900,000,000
of the appropriated amount for capitaliza-
tion grants for State revolving funds to sup-
port water infrastructure financing instead
of $1,800,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$1,976,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 69: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate which permits a specific
cost-shared grant to the State of Alaska to
be used for water supply infrastructure needs
of rural and Alaska Native Villages.

Amendment No. 70: Provides $136,000,000 of
the appropriated amount for making specific
wastewater, water and groundwater protec-
tion infrastructure grants instead of
$129,000,000 as proposed by the House and no
funding as proposed by the Senate, and in-
serts language proposed by the House and
stricken by the Senate which makes such
funds available in accordance with the terms
and conditions set forth in the Conference
Report and statement of managers accom-
panying this Act.

The conferees direct that such grants be
used for the following projects in the follow-
ing amounts:

$2,550,000 for continued wastewater needs
in Bristol County, Mass.;

$40,000,000 for continued wastewater needs
in Boston, Mass.;

$8,500,000 for continued wastewater needs
in New Orleans, La.;

$11,000,000 for continued water development
needs of the Mojave Water Agency, Calif.;

$8,500,000 for continued development of the
Des Plaines River system TARP activity in
Chicago, Ill.;

$16,000,000 for continuation of the Rouge
River National Wet Weather Project;

$13,600,000 for continuing clean water im-
provements at Onondaga Lake;

$5,400,000 for wastewater improvements in
the East Cooper Area of Berkeley County,
S.C.;

$2,000,000 for sewer infrastructure improve-
ments in Kodiak, Ak.;

$8,000,000 for water quality improvements
to Tanner Creek in Portland, Ore.;

$2,850,000 for water treatment facility re-
placement and improvements for the Agua
Sana Water Users Association, N.M.;

$5,000,000 for wastewater treatment im-
provements in Middlebury, Vt.;

$1,750,000 for wastewater treatment im-
provements in O’Neil, Neb.;

$5,000,000 for the Taney County, Mo. Com-
mon Sewer District for its wastewater im-
provements project;

$2,000,000 for the Northeast Ohio Regional
Sewer District wet weather pollution abate-
ment program;

$1,700,000 for nine wastewater improvement
projects in Essex County, Mass., including
$1,000,000 for the South Essex Sewage Dis-
trict;

$1,000,000 for water delivery system im-
provements in the Virgin Valley Water Dis-
trict, Nev.; and

$1,150,000 for waste water improvement
needs in Franklin, Huntington, and
Clearfield Counties, Pennsylvania.

The conferees are in agreement that the
Agency should work with the grant recipi-
ents on appropriate cost-share agreements

and to that end the conferees direct the
Agency to develop a standard cost-share con-
sistent with fiscal year 1995.

Amendment No. 71: Inserts language as
proposed by the Senate which permits the
Administrator of EPA to make grants to
States, from funds available for obligation in
the State under title II of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, for ad-
ministering the completion and closeout of a
State’s construction grants program. The
conferees agree that this provision is needed
in many States due to the appropriation of
over $1,800,000,000 since 1991 for wastewater
grant projects and in view of the expiration
of the section 205(g) reserve for such manage-
ment activities.

Amendment No. 72: Provides $1,900,000,000
of the appropriated amount for capitaliza-
tion grants for State revolving funds to sup-
port water infrastructure financing instead
of $1,800,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$1,976,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 73: Provides $1,275,000,000
for drinking water State revolving funds as
proposed by the Senate instead of $450,000,000
as proposed by the House. Public Law 104–134
stipulated that drinking after SRF funds to-
taling $725,000,000—$225,000,000 of which was
appropriated in fiscal year 1995 and
$500,000,000 of which was appropriated in fis-
cal year 1996—would revert to the clean
water SRF on August 1, 1996 unless author-
ization for the drinking water SRF was en-
acted prior to that date. This authorization
was unfortunately not completely until
shortly after that date, but too late to pre-
vent the movement of funds to the clean
water SRF. Noting that the clean water SRF
thus received an infusion of $725,000,000 just
prior to the beginning of fiscal year 1997, the
conferees have agreed to reduce the 1997
clean water SRF appropriation by this
amount and use the funds to increase the
drinking water SRF over the $550,000,000 they
have otherwise agreed upon as the appro-
priate fiscal year 1997 level.

The conferees note further, however, that
because the authorization for the drinking
water State revolving fund did not actually
occur until just prior to the Senate complet-
ing action on the 1997 appropriation legisla-
tion, neither Appropriations Committee was
able to review fully and make accommoda-
tion for all new provisions of this legislation.
While the conferees expect that the funds
provided for clean water State revolving
fund capitalization grants will be distributed
by the Agency in a manner similar to such
distribution in prior years, the funds pro-
vided for drinking water State revolving
fund capitalization grants should be distrib-
uted to all eligible governmental agencies
and should be used solely for such capitaliza-
tion grants and grants for public water sys-
tem expenditures.

Amendment No. 74: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate which stipulated that if legislation au-
thorizing a drinking water State revolving
fund is not enacted prior to June 1, 1997, the
funds appropriated for a drinking water
State revolving fund shall immediately be-
come available for making capitalization
grants under title VI of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended. This pro-
vision became moot when such legislation
was enacted on August 6, 1996.

Amendment No. 75: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate which provides that the
funds made available in Public Law 103–327
for a grant to the City of Bangor, Maine
shall be available to that city as a grant for
meeting combined sewer overflow require-
ments.

Amendment No. 76: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate which provides that
States which have not received funds allot-
ted from the $725,000,000 (that, pursuant to
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law, became available on August 1, 1996) dur-
ing fiscal year 1996, may still be eligible for
reallotment of 1996 funds as long as they re-
ceive their allotment of the August 1, 1996
funds during fiscal year 1997.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Amendment No. 77: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate which would have permitted the transfer
of funds made available to any Environ-
mental Protection Agency account to be
transferred to the Science and Technology
account for necessary research activities,
subject to applicable reprogramming re-
quirements.

The conferees note that this provision was
intended to give the Agency flexibility in
providing for new research found necessary
and appropriate for a particular EPA pro-
gram which was not known or specifically
provided for when the budget was developed
and the appropriations process completed.
Because of the time lapse between the begin-
ning and end of each fiscal year’s overall
process, specific research which was not
planned for or given a low priority at the be-
ginning of the budget process may become
necessary or of much greater importance
near the end of the fiscal year. This provi-
sion would have permitted limited transfers
among EPA accounts to accommodate the
changing research needs of the Agency in
this circumstance.

In lieu of adopting this provision at this
time, the conferees direct that the Agency
review their potential need for such a provi-
sion and advise the Committees on Appro-
priations on the results of this review prior
to Congressional hearings on the fiscal year
1998 budget request.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

Amendment No. 78: Appropriates $2,436,000
for the Council on Environmental Quality
and Office of Environmental Quality as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $2,250,000 as
proposed by the House.
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Amendment No. 79: Appropriates
$1,320,000,000 for disaster relief as proposed
by the Senate instead of $1,120,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

Amendment No. 80: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate and inserts in lieu there-
of language which requires the Director of
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
to submit a comprehensive report regarding
disaster relief expenditures and management
controls within 120 days of enactment of this
Act. Language is also inserted which makes
all disaster relief funds appropriated in this
Act available for immediate obligation.

The conferees have provided $1,320,000,000
in disaster relief funds for fiscal year 1997,
and have included language making all such
funds immediately available for obligation.
When the 1997 appropriation is added to the
$3,700,000,000 appropriated in prior years and
still available for obligation, FEMA will
have in excess of $5,000,000,000 to respond to
both past and anticipated 1996 disaster situa-
tions, including the recent Hurricane Fran.
The conferees have been assured that this
level of available disaster relief funds makes
a disaster supplemental appropriation un-
necessary at this time.

The conferees have agreed to a statutory
provision requiring FEMA to submit a com-
prehensive report within 120 days of enact-
ment of this Act on its plans to reduce disas-
ter relief expenditures and improve manage-
ment controls on the disaster relief fund.
The Senate amendment prohibiting the ex-
penditure of disaster relief funds for the re-
pair of yacht harbors or golf courses, tree or

shrub replacement except in public parks,
and recreational facilities, has been deleted
without prejudice, in order to give the Agen-
cy an opportunity to address the issue of
controlling disaster relief expenditures in a
comprehensive manner. The conferees are
troubled by the findings of a recent Inspector
General report, upon which the Senate
amendment was based, which found substan-
tial sums have been awarded from the disas-
ter relief fund to restore golf courses, eques-
trian trails, and the like. While the Stafford
Act may not disallow such expenditures, the
conferees believe such disbursements may
not be appropriate and can no longer be ac-
commodated. There are many other exam-
ples of opportunities for reducing disaster re-
lief expenditures and improving management
controls on the fund, some of which can be
implemented administratively, and some of
which require statutory changes.

The conferees note that the FEMA Direc-
tor testified before the Senate committee
earlier this year that he would submit by Oc-
tober 1, 1996, a proposal for controlling disas-
ter relief expenditures. Because it appears
likely that this commitment will not be
met, the conferees have included a statutory
provision requiring such a submission within
120 days of enactment of this Act.

Last year, FEMA established a disaster re-
sources board to oversee the process of devel-
oping and reviewing disaster relief funding
requests for activities not associated with a
specific disaster. The conferees are con-
cerned that the board has a significant
amount of autonomy in deciding whether or
not to charge a particular non-disaster spe-
cific activity to the fund, and wish to be
kept apprised of all activities of the board
through reports detailing any decisions made
to charge additional non-disaster specific ac-
tivities to the fund. The first such report
should be submitted along with the fiscal
year 1998 budget request.

The conferees are aware of efforts in the
State of California to develop a disaster re-
sponse system to integrate local, regional,
state, and federal emergency management
organizations through the sharing of inter-
related data applications which will aid and
accelerate efficient planning, coordination,
and response to disaster. FEMA is directed
to work with the State in the development of
this system and determine the type of assist-
ance, both technical and financial, which
would be of greatest help to the State in this
effort.

Finally, the conferees note that urban
search and rescue (USAR) is a critical ele-
ment of effective response to earthquakes
and other disasters, and are very supportive
of this program. However, the conferees are
concerned that not all of the FEMA USAR
teams are considered fully operational at
this time, and note that the geographical
distribution of the teams appears to be inad-
equate, particularly in the Midwest. In addi-
tion, the conferees are aware of concerns
that current funding for each of the teams
may be insufficient. The conferees therefore
direct FEMA to report within 60 days of en-
actment of this Act on, (1) the appropriate
number and geographical distribution of
USAR teams, (2) the process for discontinu-
ing support to teams which are not fully
operational, and the Agency’s plans to dis-
continue such teams, and (3) funding require-
ments for a viable program. As a replace-
ment for inadequately funded or not fully
operational USAR teams, FEMA is further
directed to establish at least one new USAR
team, taking into account adequate finan-
cial support, operational abilities, and geo-
graphical distribution, as quickly as possible
but no later than 180 days of enactment of
this Act.

Amendment No. 81: Appropriates
$167,500,000 for salaries and expenses instead

of $168,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$166,733,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No. 82: Appropriates $4,673,000
for the Office of Inspector General as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $4,533,000 as
proposed by the House.

Amendment No. 83: Appropriates
$206,701,000 for emergency management plan-
ning and assistance instead of $209,101,000 as
proposed by the House and $199,101,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conferees are in agreement with the
following changes to the budget request:

+$500,000 for a comprehensive analysis and
plan of all evacuation alternatives for the
New Orleans metropolitan area.

+$3,400,000 for costs associated with the re-
placement and upgrade of emergency re-
sponse vehicles and equipment. The con-
ferees agree that much of FEMA’s equipment
is obsolete and in need of repair or replace-
ment, and understand that there will be a
significant long-term cost associated with
the upgrade of such equipment. This addi-
tional $3,400,000 appropriation, for example,
will only provide adequate resources to re-
place UHF/VHF radios and ancillary equip-
ment. In light of the great needs to upgrade
equipment and thus provide better response
support to disaster events, the Agency is di-
rected to provide a comprehensive list on a
priority basis of all needs in this regard, in-
cluding the purchase of necessary vehicles
and equipment of MERS and MATTS, as well
as new systems such as the MIDAS system.
The first such list should be submitted along
with the fiscal year 1998 budget request and
should then be updated throughout each year
on an as-needed basis.

+$1,700,000 to complete the Earthquake
Hazard Mitigation Program with the City of
Portland, Oregon and the Oregon Depart-
ment of Geology and Mineral Industries
(DOGAMI).

The conferees agree to up to $2,000,000 for
FEMA’s participation in appropriate pre-dis-
aster mitigation efforts. The conferees agree
with FEMA’s Director that mitigation ac-
tivities can ultimately save significant sums
from past-disaster clean-up and response ac-
tions and that the Agency should be taking
an increasingly active role in developing and
participating in pre-disaster mitigation pro-
grams. Such programs range in scope from
the development and/or funding of mitiga-
tion plans for communities to participation
with industries, insurers, building code offi-
cials, government agencies, engineers, re-
searchers and others in developing systems
and facilities to test structures in disaster-
like circumstances. The conferees under-
stand that these activities will require an in-
fusion of considerable up-front financial sup-
port as well as the possible movement over
time of disaster relief funds to pre-disaster
programs, and the Agency is expected to use
up to the $2,000,000 provided herein in an ap-
propriate manner to begin the process of
movement toward a meaningful pre-disaster
mitigation program. Expenditure of these
funds may not, however, be made until sub-
mission to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of an appropriate pre-disaster mitiga-
tion spending plan.

The conferees note the Administration’s
September 12, 1996 submission of a budget
amendment for counter-terrorism activities
for several agencies, including FEMA, total-
ing $1,097,000,000. The conferees strongly sup-
port counter-terrorism activities, such as
grants to state and local emergency respond-
ers for specialized training and equipment,
consequence management planning and co-
ordination, and field training and exercises.
The conferees direct FEMA to propose appro-
priate funding levels for necessary counter-
terrorism activities in its operating plan.

Amendment No. 84: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate, with a technical
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change, which permits FEMA to spend such
sums as are necessary during fiscal year 1997
to conduct natural disaster studies consist-
ent with law. The technical change refers to
the citation of law, 42 U.S.C. 4127(c), in lieu
of the citation referred to in the Senate
amendment.

Amendment No. 85: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate which extends the au-
thorization for the National Flood Insurance
Fund program for one year until September
30, 1997.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

CONSUMER INFORMATION CENTER FUND

Amendments Nos. 86 and 87: Deletes House
language providing for a limitation of
$2,602,000 on administrative expenses and in-
serts Senate language modifying the House
provision establishing a gift fund for the pur-
pose of defraying costs of operations of the
Consumer Information Center.

The conferees agree that the Consumer In-
formation Center is to take over responsibil-
ity for production and distribution of the
Consumer Resource Handbook in addition to
other duties it currently performs. The con-
ferees further agree to include bill language
which authorizes the Consumer Information
Center to accept private sector donations to
defray the costs of printing, publishing, and
distributing consumer information and edu-
cational material, and undertaking
consumer information activities.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

HUMAN SPACE FLIGHT

The conferees fully support deployment of
the space station but recognize the funds ap-
propriated by this Act for the development
of the space station may not be adequate to
cover all potential contractual commitments
should the program be terminated for the
convenience of the Government. Accord-
ingly, if the space station is terminated for
the convenience of the Government, addi-
tional appropriated funds may be necessary
to cover such contractual commitments. In
the event of such termination, it would be
the intent of the conferees to provide such
additional appropriations as may be nec-
essary to provide fully for termination pay-
ments in a manner which avoids impacting
the conduct of other ongoing NASA pro-
grams.

SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY

Amendment No. 88: Appropriates
$5,762,100,000 for Science, Aeronautics and
Technology, as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $5,662,100,000 as proposed by the
House.

The conference agreement reflects the fol-
lowing changes from the budget request:

a general reduction of $95,000,000;
GLOBE is reduced by $5,000,000;
an increase of $4,000,000 for cardiac imag-

ing;
an increase of $4,000,000 for the space radi-

ation program;
an increase of $2,000,000 for high speed civil

transport research;
an increase of $5,000,000 for the WindSat

program;
an increase of $12,000,000 for radar satellite;
an increase of $10,000,000 for museum pro-

grams;
an increase of $12,000,000 for advanced

space transportation;
an increase of $10,000,000 for the TIMED

program; and
an increase of $10,000,000 for education pro-

grams.
The conferees have agreed to provide

$12,000,000 for a new start for the Light SAR
program. The conferees understand that this
amount of funding is in conformance with
NASA’s expected execution of this program

for fiscal year 1997 and that additional fund-
ing will be included in the fiscal year 1998
budget submission.

With the exception of the $5,000,000 reduc-
tion to GLOBE, the conferees are directing
no specific reduction to Mission to Planet
Earth programs.

The conferees agree to provide an addi-
tional $10,000,000 for education programs. In-
cluded in the increase is $300,000 for upgrades
to the Mobile Aeronautics Education Lab-
oratory, $250,000 is provided for a feasibility
study to create a national residential high
school at Lewis Research Center, $250,000 is
provided to begin replication of the Science,
Engineering, Mathematics, and Aeronautics
Academy program, and $300,000 is for the
Classroom of the Future’s Astronomy Vil-
lage Program to increase the learning effec-
tiveness of the Classroom by assessing and
improving student scientific inquiry abili-
ties.

The conferees designated $10,000,000 for mu-
seum programs. It is the intent of the con-
ferees that $8,000,000 is to be used for the pur-
poses outlined on page 82 of House Report
104–628. An additional $2,000,000 is provided
for initial development of a national proto-
type space education curriculum. This cur-
riculum shall be designated to heighten stu-
dent interest and involvement in science,
technology and space programs by utilizing
the education and technology base of NASA
and the nation’s science museum and plan-
etarium network. The conferees expect
NASA to provide approximately $1,000,000 of
these funds to the Bishop Museum, Honolulu,
Hawaii for development of the curriculum,
with the remainder to be spent on replica-
tion and distribution of the curriculum to
educational institutions nationwide.

MISSION SUPPORT

The conferees direct the NASA Adminis-
trator to submit a multi-year workforce re-
structuring plan on how NASA will achieve
its stated fiscal year 2000 full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) goal with the agency’s fiscal year
1998 budget and updated annually with budg-
et submissions through fiscal year 2000. This
plan shall: 1) outline a timetable for restruc-
turing the workforce at NASA Headquarters
and field Centers; 2) incorporate annual FTE
targets by broad occupational categories and
address how these targets reflect the respec-
tive missions of Headquarters and the field
Centers; 3) describe personnel initiatives,
such as relocation assistance, early retire-
ment incentives, and career transition as-
sistance which NASA will use to achieve per-
sonnel reductions. The plan shall minimize
social and economic impacts, using ‘‘reduc-
tions in force’’ to the minimum extent prac-
ticable. Consistent with applicable law and
regulation, NASA shall provide advance no-
tice of separations to employees and local
entities and appropriate assistance to af-
fected employees.

The conferees are concerned about NASA’s
plans to delay the Consolidated Space Oper-
ations Contract. In particular, the conferees
note the potential increased costs associated
with this delay. Given these potential costs,
the conferees ask NASA to provide, within 90
days, the rationale behind the decision to
delay and to outline its plans for the Con-
solidated Space Operations Contract.

The conferees direct NASA to implement a
Wallops 2000 plan for NASA activities at
Wallops Island which maintains sufficient
agency investment to ensure stabilization,
as well as full utilization, of the Wallops
workforce.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Amendment No. 89: Replaces Senate ad-
ministrative provision providing for pay-
ments of up to $25,000 to employees who vol-
unteer for separation from NASA with a new

provision which gives the NASA Adminis-
trator authority to transfer up to $177,000,000
among accounts.

The conferees have deleted the administra-
tive provision which will allow for payments
of up to $25,000 to employees who volunteer
for separation from NASA. Instead the con-
ferees have included a general provision
(Section 439) which will allow for payments
of up to $25,000 to employees who volunteer
for separation, provides for repayment to the
government of the separation incentive if
the employee accepts reemployment with
the Government or receives an annuity for
disability, requires an additional agency
contribution to the Civil Service Retirement
and Disability Fund, reduces full-time equiv-
alent employment levels, and requires NASA
to report to the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment by March 31 of each fiscal year on the
execution of this provision.

In place of the separation incentive admin-
istrative provision, the conferees have also
included an administrative provision provid-
ing transfer authority to NASA. It is the in-
tent of the conferees that this authority will
be used to transfer funds between the
Science, Aeronautics and Technology ac-
count and the Human Space Flight account
to the extent required for development/con-
struction to maintain the schedule of the
space station program. To ensure that there
is no adverse effect on any NASA program,
the conferees provide general transfer au-
thority of up toe $177,000,000 to be used at the
discretion of the Administrator and subject
to the case-by-case approval by the House
and Senate Appropriations Committees. The
conferees note that this authority is re-
quired because the current split between de-
velopment/construction funding and science
funding is not properly phased.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

Amendment No. 90: Appropriates
$2,432,000,000 for Research and Related Ac-
tivities, as proposed by the Senate instead of
$2,431,110,000 as proposed by the House.

The conferees agree that the reduction
from the budget request, $40,000,000, is to be
allocated by the National Science Founda-
tion in accordance with its internal proce-
dures for resource allocation, subject to ap-
proval by the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations.

Of the increase provided for Research and
Related Activities above the fiscal year 1996
level, the conferees direct the National
Science Foundation to make available up to
$1,400,000 to pay any tariff duties assessed on
the Gemini project, consistent with Senate
language under the Major Research Equip-
ment account. In providing these funds, the
conferees direct the Foundation to place
them in reserve prior to all directorate allo-
cations made in conjunction with their fiscal
year 1997 operating plan.

The conferees note that government policy
in the area of duties and/or tariffs on sci-
entific instruments is under review with re-
gard to this program and encourage the U.S.
Customs Service to act in a responsive man-
ner by recognizing that any assessed duties
on this program will be paid by an arm of the
U.S. government, in this case the National
Science Foundation, and will do nothing to
increase the net financial position of the
United States Government.

The conferees are in receipt of a report by
the National Science Foundation, requested
by the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations, which addresses the possible
addition of a new Navy-owned, university-op-
erated Class 1 Oceanographic Research Ves-
sel to the academic fleet. The report con-
cludes that there is not current need to re-
place any of the four large general purpose
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oceanographic ships currently in the aca-
demic fleet because all of these ships have 10
to 30 years of service life remaining. While
the conferees on the Department of Defense
Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1997 have
agreed to provide funding for construction of
a new large vessel, such a vessel is not need-
ed at this time and the cost of operating the
ship will most likely exacerbate an already
constrained budget. Therefore, the conferees
direct the Office of Naval Research to work
with the University-National Oceanographic
Laboratory System through its normal re-
view process to ensure that the vessel will fit
the needs of the oceanographic community
and takes into consideration the overall bal-
ance between research funding and ship oper-
ations funding.

MAJOR RESEARCH EQUIPMENT

The conferees do not agree with the Senate
direction to use $1,400,000 of funding in the
Major Research Equipment account to pay
U.S. Customs duties assessed on the Gemini
Telescope project. The conferees have ad-
dressed this issue elsewhere in the report.

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Amendment No. 91: Appropriates
$619,000,000 for Education and Human Re-
sources, instead of $612,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $624,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The conference agreement includes the fol-
lowing reductions:

(1) $2,000,000 from grants for graduate fel-
lowships;

(2) $5,000,000 from grants for undergraduate
curriculum development;

(3) $2,500,000 from K–12 curriculum and as-
sessment development; and

(4) $3,000,000 from research, evaluation and
communication.
The conferees agree that these reductions
are provided as guidance to the National
Science Foundation; these funding levels are
subject to established reprogramming proce-
dures, subject to the approval of both the
House and Senate Appropriations Commit-
tees.

Funding for Informal Science is increased
by $10,000,000 which will result in a total of
$36,000,000 for this vitally important pro-
gram. The conferees expect that these addi-
tional funds will be used to support and
strengthen systemic reform efforts funded
elsewhere in this account. In addition, the
conferees request that the National Science
Foundation report back to the Committees
on Appropriations of the House and Senate
on its plans for implementing this direction.
Funding for EPSCoR is increased by
$2,500,000 for a total of $38,410,000. The in-
crease for EPSCoR is to be used for advanced
computing, networking and joint projects.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

Amendment No. 92: Appropriates
$134,310,000 for salaries and expenses as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $125,200,000 as
proposed by the House.
NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION

PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD
REINVESTMENT CORPORATION

Amendment No. 93: Appropriates $49,900,000
for payment to the neighborhood reinvest-
ment corporation as proposed by the Senate
instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Amendment No. 94: Inserts language pro-

posed by the Senate modifying the travel ex-
pense limitation in section 401 to accommo-
date the change to budget estimates, includ-
ing object classifications, which have been
rounded to the nearest million dollars.

Amendment No. 95: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate authorizing benefits for

offspring of Vietnam veterans with spina
bifida, and to offset the cost of such benefits
by requiring that there be an element of
fault as a precondition for entitlement to
compensation for a disability or death re-
sulting from health care or certain other
services furnished by VA, amended to delay
the effective date until October 1, 1997, un-
less legislation is enacted to provide for an
earlier effective date. This delay will provide
the committees of jurisdiction an oppor-
tunity to address this matter.

Amendment No. 96: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate prohibiting the payment of salaries of
personnel who approve acquisition of super-
computing equipment when the Department
of Commerce has determined that the equip-
ment is being offered at other than fair
value.

The National Center for Atmospheric Re-
search (NCAR), which is operated largely
with support from the National Science
Foundation, has been conducting a competi-
tion for the acquisition of a new supercom-
puter. NCAR, in its bid process, selected a
computer offered by a Japanese company. On
August 20, 1996, the Department of Com-
merce announced that it was initiating an
investigation to determine whether Japanese
vector supercomputers were being dumped in
the United States. Included in this investiga-
tion was a bid submitted in the NCAR pro-
curement. On that same date, the National
Science Foundation requested that the
NCAR procurement be held in abeyance.

On September 11, 1996, the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission determined in a
preliminary investigation that there is a rea-
sonable indication that a U.S. industry is
threatened with material injury by reason of
imports of vector supercomputers that are
allegedly sold at less than fair value. As a re-
sult of this determination, the Department
of Commerce will continue to conduct its
antidumping investigation on imports of
such equipment, with a preliminary deter-
mination expected by January 6, 1997, and a
final determination by March 1997.

Amendment No. 97: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate prohibiting NASA from providing funds
for the National Center for Science Literacy,
Education and Technology at the American
Museum of Natural History.

Amendment Nos. 98–100: Deletes language
proposed by the House and stricken by the
Senate prohibiting the use of funds made
available by this Act for any institution of
higher education which excludes Reserve Of-
ficer Training Corps or military recruiting
from its campus or any entity that fails to
comply with reporting requirements of law
concerning the employment of certain veter-
ans.

Amendment No. 101: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate increasing VA’s medical care appropria-
tion by $40,000,000 and general operating ex-
penses appropriation by $17,000,000, offset by
an across-the-board reduction of 0.4 percent.
The conferees note that scorekeeping credit
was not given for the offset.

Amendment No. 102: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate increasing VA’s medical care appropria-
tion by $20,000,000 and medical and prosthetic
research appropriation by $20,000,000, offset
by eliminating all funds for the Corporation
for National and Community Service; and in-
serts language increasing the medical care
appropriation carried in title I by $5,000,000.
This amount, together with the funds carried
in title I under the medical care heading,
will provide $17,013,447,000 for medical care,
an increase of $5,000,000 above the Adminis-
tration’s budget request.

Amendment No. 103: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-

ate prohibiting the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from using its funds to allow
the importation of PCB waste to be inciner-
ated in the United States.

Amendment No. 104: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate prohibiting the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency from using hazardous substance
superfund funding to implement any retro-
active liability discount reimbursement.

Amendment No. 105: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate simplifying downpayment methods on
FHA-insured loans, and inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate regarding the calcula-
tion of a downpayment on an FHA mortgage
originated in Alaska or Hawaii and delegat-
ing single family mortgage insuring author-
ity to direct endorsement mortgagees,
amended to limit the applicability of the
downpayment provisions to fiscal year 1997.

Amendment No. 106: Deletes language pro-
posed by the House and stricken by the Sen-
ate prohibiting the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration from continued par-
ticipation in a joint Russia-France-United
States cooperative life sciences experiment
program known as Bion 11 and Bion 12.

Amendment No. 107: Deletes language pro-
posed by Senate regarding compliance by the
Environmental Protection Agency with
international obligations under the World
Trade organization. The House bill contained
no similar provision.

The conferees have deleted, without preju-
dice, language expressing the sense of the
Senate that EPA should provide a full and
open administrative process in the formula-
tion of any final rule regarding the importa-
tion of reformulated and conventional gaso-
line. The conferees note that, in response to
a dispute settlement finding against the
United States by the World Trade organiza-
tion, the United States informed the WTO on
June 19, 1996 that the U.S. intends to meet
its international obligations with respect to
the EPA requirements on imported reformu-
lated and conventional gasoline. The con-
ferees recognize that EPA has initiated an
open process to examine any and all options
for compliance with international obliga-
tions of the United States in which a key cri-
terion will be fully protecting public health
and the environment, and fully support such
an open process and the involvement of in-
terested environmental and industrial orga-
nizations.

However, the conferees expect that this
process will not result in the reinstatement
of the rule title ‘‘Regulations of Fuels and
Fuel Additives: Individual Foreign Refinery
Baseline Requirements for Reformulated
Gasoline’’ proposed on May 3, 1994 (59 Fed.
Reg. 84), or one similar to it. Further, the
conferees direct the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, in evaluat-
ing any option for compliance with inter-
national obligations, to: (1) take fully into
account the protection of public health and
the environment and the international obli-
gations of the United States as a member of
the World Trade Organization; (2) ensure
that the compliance review process does not
result in the degradation of gasoline quality
required by the Clean Air Act with respect to
conventional and reformulated gasoline; (3)
not recognize individual foreign refiner base-
lines unless the Administrator determines
that the issues of auditing, inspection of for-
eign facilities, and enforcement have been
adequately addressed; and (4) provide a full
and open administrative process in the for-
mulation of any final rule.

Amendment No. 108: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate permitting fiscal year
1997 and prior year funds provided under sec-
tion 320(g) of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act, as amended, to be used for im-
plementation (rather than just development)
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of conservation and management plans made
pursuant to this section.

Amendment No. 109: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate requiring a plan for the
allocation of VA health care resources so
veterans have similar access to such care re-
gardless of where they live.

The conferees recognize that precipitous
changes in allocations amongst VA’s facili-
ties could be very difficult for individual fa-
cilities to manage. While the conferees sup-
port VA’s efforts to amend its resource allo-
cation methodology based on a capitation
model—which is intended to bring about a
more equitable distribution of resources—
they expect the Department to ensure that
fiscal year 1997 serve as a ‘‘bridge’’ in moving
to the new system so as to provide an adjust-
ment period for facilities to adapt to the new
model. The conferees further expect that no
veteran currently receiving care by the VA
will be denied VA health care services as a
result of the new allocation methodology.
The VA is to prepare a report by January 31,
1997, on its progress in adjusting to and im-
pacts of the new methodology, and be pre-
pared to discuss this matter during the fiscal
year 1998 budget hearings.

Amendment No. 110: Inserts language pro-
posed by the Senate requiring a General Ac-
counting Office audit on staffing and con-
tracting of the Office of Federal Housing En-
terprise Oversight.

Amendment No. 111: Amends language pro-
posed by the Senate prohibiting the consoli-
dation of NASA aircraft based east of the
Mississippi River to the Dryden Flight Re-
search Center.

Amendment No. 112: Deletes language pro-
posed by the Senate revising the name of the
Japan-United States Friendship Commis-
sion.

Amendment No. 113: Inserts new language
on separation incentive payments for NASA
personnel which had been included in the
Senate bill as an administrative provision
and modifies the language to restrict its ap-
plicability. Modifies language proposed by
the Senate authorizing the conveyance of
certain real property under the jurisdiction
of NASA to the City of Downey, California,
amended to assign certain responsibilities to
the Administrator of the General Services
Administration.

The conferees intend that the concurrence
of the Administrator of the General Services
Administration in the conveyance by NASA
of Parcels III through VI of the NASA Indus-
trial Plant, Downey, California to the City of
Downey shall be based upon completion of a
disposal screening for possible utilization of
the subject parcels by other Federal agencies
initiated by GSA on September 10, 1996. Fur-
thermore, it is the intent of the conferees
that nothing in this amendment shall pre-
vent the City of Downey from entering into
ground leases for periods in excess of 20 years
in order to secure construction financing
without triggering the reconveyance provi-
sion.

TITLE V—SUPPLEMENTALS
Amendment No. 114: Inserts new heading as

proposed by the Senate.
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

Amendment No. 115: Inserts language ap-
propriating a supplemental amount of
$100,000,000 for compensation and pensions as
proposed by the Senate.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE
ASSOCIATION

Amendment No. 116: Inserts language pro-
viding additional 1996 commitment authority
of $20,000,000,000 in the guarantees of mort-

gage-backed securities loan guarantee pro-
gram account as proposed by the Senate.

TITLE VI—NEWBORNS’ AND MOTHERS’
HEALTH PROTECTION ACT OF 1996

Amendment No. 117: The conference agree-
ment includes the Senate amendment with
modifications, including the deletion of off-
sets. It incorporates the requirements of the
provision and the authority to enforce the
requirements into the new part 7 of subtitle
B of ERISA and the new title XXVII of the
Public Health Service Act as established by
P.L. 104–191. It does not include the excep-
tion to the requirement for the 48-hour or 96-
hour minimum stay in the case that the plan
provides for post-delivery follow-up care. It
adds a prohibition that a health plan cannot
restrict benefits for any portion of the re-
quired minimum 48-hour or 96-hour stay in a
manner which is less favorable than the ben-
efits providing for any preceding portion of
such stay. In addition, the conference agree-
ment provides that nothing in this provision
is intended to be construed as preventing a
group health plan or issuer from imposing
coinsurance, deductibles, or other cost-shar-
ing in relation to benefits for hospital
lengths of stay in connection with childbirth
for a mother or newborn child under the plan
(or under health insurance coverage offered
in connection with a group health plan), ex-
cept that such coinsurance or other cost-
sharing for any portion of a period within a
hospital length of stay required under sub-
section (a) may not be greater than such co-
insurance or cost-sharing for any preceding
portion of such stay. It is the intent of the
conferees that cost-sharing not be used in a
manner that circumvents the objectives of
this title. It provides for a modification to
the notice requirements by conforming them
to the summary of material modifications
under ERISA. In general, it conforms the
provision relating to preemption to State
laws to the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act of 1996. Notwithstanding
section 731(a)(1) of ERISA and sections
2723(a)(1) and 2762 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act, the new provisions shall not preempt
a State law that requires health insurance
coverage to include coverage for maternity
and pediatric care in accordance with guide-
lines established by the American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics, or other estab-
lished professional medical associations. In
addition, those sections shall not be con-
strued as superseding a State law that leaves
decisions regarding the appropriate hospital
length of stay in connection with childbirth
entirely to the attending provider in con-
sultation with the mother. In addition, it is
the intent of the conferees that, consistent
with section 704 (redesignated as section 731)
of ERISA and section 2723 of the Public
Health Service Act, the application of the
preemption provision should permit the op-
eration of any State law or provision which
requires more favorable treatment of mater-
nity coverage under health insurance cov-
erage than that required under this title.

It is the intent of the conferees that health
plans have sufficient flexibility to encourage
or specify that attending providers follow
nationally recognized guidelines for mater-
nal and perinatal care in determining when
early discharge is medically appropriate.

Throughout the title, the conferees have
used the term ‘‘hospital length of stay’’ to
indicate that a requirement for coverage of a
48-hour stay following vaginal delivery and a
96-hour length of stay following a cesarean
section delivery is triggered by any delivery
in connection with hospital care, regardless
of whether the delivery is in a hospital inpa-
tient or outpatient setting.

It is the intent of the conferees that a de-
tailed series of conforming changes shall be

made as soon as possible to the Internal Rev-
enue Code, specifically subtitle K of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (as added by sec-
tion 401(a) of the Health Insurance Port-
ability Accountability Act of 1996), in order
to fully implement these provisions as part
of chapter 100 of the Code.

TITLE VII—PARITY IN THE APPLICATION
OF CERTAIN LIMITS TO HEALTH BENE-
FITS

Amendment No. 118. The conference agree-
ment includes the Senate amendment with
modifications. It incorporates the require-
ment into the new part 7 of subtitle B of
title I of ERISA and the new title XXVII of
the Public Health Service Act as established
by Public Law 104–191. The construction
clause has been modified to state that noth-
ing in this section shall be construed as—

(1) requiring a group health plan (or health
insurance coverage offered in connection
with such a plan) to provide any mental
health benefits; or

(2) in the case of such a plan or coverage
that provides such mental health benefits, as
affecting the terms and conditions (including
cost sharing, the limits on numbers of visits
or days of coverage, and requirements relat-
ing to medical necessity) relating to the
amount, duration, or scope of mental health
benefits under the plan or coverage, except
as specifically provided in regard to parity in
the imposition of aggregate lifetime limits
and annual limits for mental health benefits.

This language affirms the intent of conferees
that group health plans and issuers retain
the flexibility, consistent with the require-
ments of the Act, to define the scope of bene-
fits, establish cost-sharing requirements, and
to impose limits on hospital days and out-pa-
tient visits. Parity of mental health services
with medical and surgical services defined
under a group health plan is limited solely to
any aggregate dollar life-time limit and any
annual dollar limit under such a plan. The
conference agreement clarifies that the re-
quirements apply to each group health plan,
and, in the case of a group health plan that
offers two or more benefit packages, the par-
ity requirements shall be applied separately
with respect to each such option. In addi-
tion, the conference agreement applies an
exemption to small employers as defined in
the Health Insurance Portability and Ac-
countability Act; adds certain definitions;
and applies the requirements of the provision
to group health plan years beginning on or
after January 1, 1998. The agreement does
not include the Senate language relating to
effective dates for the Federal Employee
Health Benefit Plan.

It is the intent of the conferees that a de-
tailed series of conforming changes shall be
made as soon as possible to the Internal Rev-
enue Code, specifically subtitle K of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (as added by sec-
tion 401(a) of the Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act of 1996), in
order to fully implement these provisions as
part of chapter 100 of the Code.

The conferees intend that a limit be con-
sidered to apply to ‘‘substantially all medi-
cal and surgical benefits’’ if it applies to at
least two-thirds of all the medical and sur-
gical benefits covered under the group health
plan’s benefit package.

It is the intent of the conferees that, con-
sistent with section 704 (redesignated as sec-
tion 731) of ERISA and section 2723 of the
Public Health Service Act, the application of
the preemption provision should permit the
operation of any State law or provision
which requires more favorable treatment of
mental health benefits under health insur-
ance coverage than that required under this
section.
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CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 1997 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1996 amount, the
1997 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 1997 follow:
New budget (obligational)

authority, fiscal year
1996 ................................. $82,442,966,000

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 1997 ................ 87,820,371,000

House bill, fiscal year 1997 83,995,260,000
Senate bill, fiscal year 1997 84,810,153,000
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 1997 .................... 84,800,283,000
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1996 ...... +2,357,317,000

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1997 ...... ¥3,020,088,000

House bill, fiscal year
1997 .............................. +805,023,000

Senate bill, fiscal year
1997 .............................. ¥9,870,000

JERRY LEWIS,
BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH,
JAMES T. WALSH,
DAVID L. HOBSON,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
RODNEY P.

FRELINGHUYSEN,
BOB LIVINGSTON,
LOUIS STOKES,
ALAN B. MOLLOHAN,
JIM CHAPMAN,
MARCY KAPTUR,
DAVID R. OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
CONRAD BURNS,
TED STEVENS,
RICHARD C. SHELBY,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
BEN NIGHTHORSE

CAMPBELL,
MARK O. HATFIELD,
BARBARA A. MIKULSKI,
PATRICK J. LEAHY,
J. BENNETT JOHNSTON,
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
J. ROBERT KERREY,
ROBERT C. BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment bills of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 2464. An act to amend Public Law 103–
93 to provide additional lands within the
State of Utah for the Goshute Indian Res-
ervation, and for other purposes;

H.R. 2512. An act to provide for certain
benefits of the Pick-Sloan Missouri River
basin program to the Crow Creek Sioux
Tribe, and for other purposes;

H.R. 2982. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey the Carbon Hill Na-
tional Fish Hatchery to the State of Ala-
bama;

H.R. 3120. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, with respect to witness retalia-
tion, witness tampering and jury tampering;
and

H.R. 3287. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey the Crawford National
Fish Hatchery to the city of Crawford, Ne-
braska.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R. 3068. An act to accept the request of
the Prairie Island Indian Community to re-
voke their charter of incorporation issued
under the Indian Reorganization Act;

H.R. 3159. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to authorize appropriations for
fiscal years 1997, 1998, and 1999 for the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board, and for
other purposes;

H.R. 3378. An act to amend the Indian
Health Care Improvement Act to extend the
demonstration program for direct billing of
Medicare, Medicaid, and other third party
payors;

H.R. 3539. An act to amend title 49, United
States Code, to reauthorize programs of the
Federal Aviation Administration, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 3723. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to protect proprietary economic
information, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 3539) ‘‘An Act to amend
title 49, United States Code, to reau-
thorize programs of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, and for other pur-
poses,’’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints, Mr.
PRESSLER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. MCCAIN,
Mr. HOLLINGS, and Mr. FORD, to be the
conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 39. An act to amend the Magnuson Fish-
ery Conservation and Management Act to
authorize appropriations, to provide for sus-
tainable fisheries, and for other purposes.

f

NEW REPUBLICAN MAJORITY
CHANGES DIRECTION OF THE
NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
SHAYS] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to follow my col-
league from California, and also appre-
ciate your willingness to take your
time. I know you probably are getting
ready to get back to your district. I
will not take my full hour. I am not
going to tell you how much time I will
take, but I think it will be signifi-
cantly less than that.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot tell you what
it is like to think about what we have
done in the last 2 years, because I have
tremendous pride and satisfaction and
gratitude that I have had the oppor-
tunity to serve in Congress and to be
part of this new majority that really
has attempted, and I think succeeded,
in changing the direction that this
country is headed.

I think we are starting to end 40
years of bloated government, ineffi-
cient government, ineffective govern-
ment and starting to turn the power

and the money and the influence back
home where it belongs. That is where
we are attempting to empower people
back home, because we have, one, faith
in their ability to make the right deci-
sions but, also, that they will make the
decisions that are necessary for them
in their own local communities.

When we set out on this journey al-
most a year ago today, we were run-
ning on a Contract With America; 8 re-
forms on the opening day of the session
and 10 reforms in the first 100 days. I
remember some in the editorial boards
would say how could I be part of this
‘‘Contract With America,’’ as if I had
done something wrong. The more I
thought about it, I thought what an ab-
surdity. We are passing eight reforms.
We are passing 10 major issues in the
first 100 days; and it does not criticize
President Clinton, it does not criticize
then the majority in Congress, our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle. It
is a positive plan for America.

So I wondered whey they asked the
question. I proceeded to respond by
simply asking them: What do you
think of the majority party’s Contract
With America, the 8 things they want
to do on the opening day of Congress;
the 10 things they want to do in the
first 100 days? And I just enjoyed the
silence. And I said is it not amazing
that the minority party then, this Re-
publican Party, knew what it wanted
to do, said then it would do, and was
proud of that effort?

When we got elected people said we
used this contract to get elected but we
would not seek to implement it be-
cause it might be too controversial and
take on some of the special interests
that had been entrenched so long in
Washington and we might stir up some
things. We clearly stirred up some
things, but for the good of the Nation.

Mr. Rabin, for former Prime Minister
of Israel said: Politicians are elected
by adults to represent the children.
This is about what kind of world they
going to have.

Mr. Speaker, we set out to imple-
ment these eight reforms the first day
of Congress. The first was a bill that,
Mr. Speaker, you and I worked on
closely: Getting Congress under all the
laws that we impose on everyone else.
We were exempted for OSHA, civil
rights, fair labor practices, the 40-hour
work week. We put ourselves under the
same laws as everyone else. What a
great way to start that Congress.

We also reduced the size of commit-
tees by a third, reducing the staff by a
third. We reduced by $220 million the
size of our budget. So we started to set
the example. We were going to ask gov-
ernment to do with less. We were going
to start with our own Congress.

And so we saved in the last 2 years
$420 million. Our budget is actually
$220 million less than it was 2 years
ago. So not only did we not add money
for inflation, we actually are spending
$220 million less; and over 2 years saved
the taxpayers almost a half a billion in
expenditures.
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We got rid of absurd perks like the

ice bucket. I am embarrassed to sug-
gest that we even had the ice buckets,
but before the refrigerators we had ice,
but after the refrigerators we had ice.
We had 28 people in this Congress that
would go around and drop off an ice
bucket to everyone, even though we
had ice in our refrigerators. We elimi-
nated that kind of absurdity and others
as well.

We privatized some of the operations
of Congress, making it more efficient
and effective and making it more log-
ical. There were times when we needed
to use an office for extreme times of
mail going out, and other times there
was not enough mail going out. Yet we
hired enough people to maximize for
when we had that kind of workload.

We got rid of proxy voting. Proxy
voting was an interesting concept. It
was a sheet of paper that the chairman
had in his pocket and he would take
the sheet out of his pocket and when
an amendment was offered by his own
party that he did not like, the chair-
man—I say ‘‘he’’ because until this
year there was never a woman that was
chair of a committee—and the chair-
man would take it out, and he would
have the list of all of his committee
members and he would vote for them.

That was called proxy voting. It was
right on his list. So the chairman was
so powerful that he could even thwart
the will of his own party and the will of
his members because he always had
enough in his pocket to defeat the
amendment. So we did that, and we
proceeded after the opening day of the
session to do things like voting for a
balanced budget amendment.

The press got back into it. They said
how could we be for what was really a
positive plan for America. Those 8 re-
forms on opening day; the 10 reforms in
the first 100 days; asking how we could
be supportive of something that did not
criticize Congress or the President. A
positive plan. We said we would do it
and we started to do it. And then they
said, ‘‘Well, you used it to get elected
but you are not going to implement
it.’’

Mr. Speaker, we voted for a balanced
budget amendment. They said that was
easy. Anyone could vote for an amend-
ment. But you are not going to vote to
balance the budget. And then we start-
ed to vote to balance the budget.

We dealt with tort reform and mal-
practice reform of some of these issues
that the President vetoed, saving Medi-
care and so on. We proceeded to bal-
ance the Federal budget and make
some tough decisions.

We have three primary objectives.
We want to get our financial house in
order and balance the Federal budget;
we want to save our trust funds, par-
ticularly Medicare, for future genera-
tions; and, we want to transform this
caretaking social and corporate and ag-
ricultural welfare state into a caring
opportunity society. That is what we
wanted to do, and that is what we set
out to do.

Now, why would we balance the budg-
et? Because in the last 22 years our na-
tional debt has gone up 10 times, from
$480 billion to $5.2 trillion. Not doubled,
not tripled, not quadrupled; 10 times in
22 years in a time of relative peace.

And getting back to Mr. Rabin, he
said we are elected to represent our
children. Just think what we are doing
by ignoring that. We have taken a debt
that was $480 billion and allowed it to
grow to $5.2 trillion, and guess who
pays for it? Our kids. That is the prob-
lem of deficit spending. We are asking
someone else to pay for what we get to
enjoy and what we get to consume.

Now, we do not have a fetish with
balancing the budget. In other words
this is not the end-all and be-all. That
is simply not it. But how do you build
a strong structure on a foundation that
is crumbling? Getting our financial
house in order is the financial basis on
which we built smart, sensible, caring
programs.

So that is what we are about. We are
about building smart, caring, sensible
programs and getting rid of a whole
host of programs that have been there
for so long that they do not make
sense. They are just kind of like that
ice bucket that we got rid of. It is sym-
bolic, but think of how stupid it was to
have the ice bucket every day coming
to our office when we have refrigera-
tion in our office. Spending $400,000 a
year for those ice buckets times two,
$800,000 in the course of 2 years for
something dumb.

Now, you can relate to getting rid of
an ice bucket because it did not have a
particularly good sounding name, but
there are a host of programs that we
have.

The point about the ice bucket is
simply this: Most people can under-
stand the waste that exists there. But
then there are programs that we have
in a variety of departments and agen-
cies that are just as wasteful. They
have good-sounding names. They may
be in the Education Department or
they may be in HUD, but they end up
being very small programs that have
no critical mass and most of the money
gets gobbled up by the administration
and gets consumed by the executive
branch.

I am not blaming this Government, I
am blaming the process, and I am actu-
ally critical of the fact that we failed
to eliminate these programs for so long
until now. We are getting rid of some
programs with good-sounding names
that simply have no critical mass and
do not accomplish anything. So we are
balancing the Federal budget to get
our financial house in order so that we
have a strong foundation to do smart,
sensible programs.

We are trying to save our trust funds,
particularly Medicare. Medicare is fas-
cinating. We are told in this political
environment we are never to talk
about Medicare, because it is called the
third rail. You talk about Medicare,
people on the other side can demagog
it, and then you get hurt and you lost

the election. Case closed. Unfortu-
nately, with that kind of attitude,
Medicare will continue to go deeper
and deeper into the direction that it is
headed which is literally bankruptcy.

b 1100

How do I know that? Because we have
one report from the administration
that says, last year, that Medicare
would go bankrupt in the year 2002. We
then had them come back to us and
then so what did we do? What did this
Congress do? This Congress tried to
save Medicare, to preserve and protect,
basically to defend the system against
bankruptcy. Medicare is health care for
the elderly and for the disabled, and so
what did we do? We devised a very im-
portant plan that saves this program.
In the process, we did not cut, but al-
lowed the program to increase.

This is the most important thing I
think I need to say. We allowed Medi-
care to grow from about $178 to $289
billion, a 60-percent increase from last
year now to the 6th year in the year
2002. We allowed it to grow 60 percent.
Some said, you have a lot more seniors.
It is true. On a per senior basis we
allow it to grow 49 percent. From
$4,800, to $7,100.

So on a per person basis we are allow-
ing Medicare to grow significantly in
terms of total dollars, 7 percent more
each year, 60 percent total in the
course of the difference between last
year to the 7th year, and on a per per-
son basis it is going from $4,800 to
$7,100. So we put lots more money into
the program. But we were able to save
the program.

How did we save the program? We did
not save it by increasing the copay-
ment. We did not save it by increasing
the deductible. And we did not save it
by increasing the premium. Seniors
were going to be asked to pay 31.5 per-
cent of their premium. We did not ask
that that increase and the taxpayers
would continue to pay 68.5 percent.
What did we do to save the program?
We allowed the private sector to come
in and compete on a fair basis with a
fee-for-service system and offer better
programs. If a senior wanted to, a sen-
ior could continue to get their tradi-
tional fee-for-service program with no
increase in copayment, no increase in
the deductible or the premium. But we
allowed the private sector to come in,
and the only way the private sector
was allowed to come into the program
under our legislation was if they of-
fered eye care, if they offered dental
care, if they offered maybe a rebate on
the copayment, deductible. Some were
going to pay the premium and some
even said they could pay the Medigap
in some parts of the country. There is
so much money in Medicare that the
private sector said they knew that
they could offer better programs than
the traditional Medicare system.

Then we could have seniors simply
say, I like my Medicare system, but if
I can get eye care and dental care
under the new Medicare system and I
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can get a rebate on the copayment or
the premium and actually maybe even
have my Medigap covered, I am going
to go into that program.

A senior goes into that program.
They get the eye care, the dental care.
They get the rebate on their copay-
ment and deductible. They have more
money. They even get money for pre-
scription drugs. Not a bad deal, the co-
payment and deductible and premium
did not go up.

But let us say for some reason they
did not like the new program. Maybe
they did not like that HMO. Maybe
they did not like the doctors. Maybe
they did not like the attitude or the
billing process. Maybe there was a rea-
son they did not like it. For the next 24
months we allowed seniors to go back
into their traditional fee-for-service
program.

I suspect someone may have said, I
am staying in my fee-for-service. I do
not want to think about getting any-
thing better. So they would never have
gone into the program to start with.
But say someone who is younger might
have gone into the program. Then they
did not like it, they could go back.
Then they could get another program
that they thought was better.

What was the big mistake that we
had in our program. We made a big
mistake. One big mistake. We saved
$270 billion. I thought, that is a mis-
take? But that is what the President
said. He did not call it a savings. He
called it a cut. So did my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle. Instead of
allowing the program to grow at 10 per-
cent a year we said it would grow at 7
percent a year. We put 60 percent more
into the system. We gave a 49-percent
increase per beneficiary. But we saved
$270 billion. That is, in my judgment,
something we should be very, very
proud of.

I am happy about the bill that the
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. LEWIS], is bringing forward.
There is more money in it for HOPWA,
housing opportunities for people with
AIDS. He had said on the floor of the
House that we would try to address
that problem. I understand there is
more money for EPA that both sides
could agree on and a program that I am
very supportive of, national service. I
look forward to getting this bill and
debating it because at the same time
we are still slowing the growth and
saving significant sums.

Mr. Speaker, just to conclude my
point about Medicare, we did not in-
crease the copayment, the deductible,
or the premium. We gave seniors
choice just like we have as Federal em-
ployees and we saved $270 billion. That
$270 billion, half of which, as the
Speaker knows because he led this
fight, of the $270 billion, we put $132
billion right back into Medicare, part
A and the $138 billion was available for
Medicare, part B. We were looking to
save the program.

As the Speaker knows, because he
has been a leader in this field and has

spoken out so often, we know today
that Medicare is losing $22 million each
day, $22 million each day. We know
that next year it will lose $36 million
each day and in the year after it will
lose $60 million each day unless we
save this program by slowing its
growth and taking the money that we
slow, that $270 million, that savings,
and plow it right back into the pro-
gram. That is what we are doing.

We did not increase the copayment,
the deductible, or the premium and we
saved Medicare until at least the year
2010. What to me was really surprising
was how the President could call $270
billion a cut. I illustrate it, whatever
opportunity I get, in saying that if I
told my daughter that she could buy a
car for $18,000 but I told her it had to be
a full-sized car for $18,000, she could not
have bucket seats, she could not have
power windows and she could not have
a CD, she could not have those things.
I did not want her to buy a smaller car
with those things. It had to be a good,
large car that I wanted her to own. So
I said, consistent with my trying to
teach you how to do your own thing,
you will go buy your own car.

So I give her the $18,000 or tell her it
is available. She spends a week looking
and comes back all excited and says,
‘‘Dad, I found the car of my dreams. I
just love it, Dad, And, Dad, it has a sun
roof and leather seats and it even has a
CD.’’ And I say to her, my daughter
Jeramy, I say, ‘‘Jeramy, I told you you
could not do those things. I told you
not to get a car with all those extras.
I told you to get a full-sized car.’’ She
says, ‘‘Dad, I did, I got a full-sized car
but I got all those extras and here is
$2,000 back because I did not spend
$18,000, I only spent $16,000.’’ And it
would have been just as absurd if I had
done this: I am ashamed of you for get-
ting all these extras in the car and
doing it and cutting $2,000. That would
be absurd. That is no different than
what the President did.

We did not cut Medicare. It grew 7
percent a year, 60 percent from the last
year to the 7th year, 49 percent per
beneficiary from $4,800 to $7,100, but we
gave them no increase in copayment or
deductible, no increase in the pre-
mium, but what did we do? We gave
them choice, lots of choice. They will
get better care, and we saved the pro-
gram because we got $270 billion of sav-
ings, not cuts, $132 million of it to go
into Medicare, part A and $138 million
to do and be available for Medicare,
part B, which gets me to the third area
of concern.

The third area of concern is simply
that we are trying to change this care-
taking society into a caring society.
The way we do that is to make govern-
ment smaller and to empower people.
All of those in our own family that we
love dearly, we try to teach them to
grow the seeds. The people we love the
most, the people we care about the
most, we do not give them something.
We teach them, we help them, we push
them. We encourage them to grow as
individuals.

I would certainly never say to my
daughter, ‘‘you do not need an edu-
cation,’’ and I certainly would not say
to her, ‘‘you do not need a job because
I will be there.’’ What a destructive
thing to do. But that is what govern-
ment does. We do not do it for welfare,
for people who do not have education
and the poor who have children. We do
it for corporations. We have certain tax
write-offs, which I call corporate loop-
holes, and others call it that as well. It
is really, in my judgment, programs
that make large corporations depend-
ent on government, and they do not
need to be. It is the reason why lobby-
ists become so important in this coun-
try, because if government was not so
important, if it was not doing things
for welfare, for businesses and agri-
culture, et cetera, and it was not so in-
trusive in your life, lobbyists would
not be so important in our life.

We want to make government less in-
trusive. We want to make it smaller.
And we simply want to end the welfare
that is destroying individuals. It is de-
stroying corporations, and it is de-
stroying the farmer. We are trying to
help each become independent. That is
why we passed the freedom to farm
bill. We are allowing farmers to farm,
not telling them they do not have to
farm and then they are given a subsidy.
They can compete. They can maximize
the return on their farm. We are get-
ting the Government out of the way.

We are getting the government to be
less supportive of things that are sim-
ply not necessary for corporations be-
cause we want them to compete with-
out a lot of rules and regulations, ex-
cept for health and safety and environ-
mental reasons. In the process, we are
trying to strengthen people. We are
trying to help individuals grow the
seeds and not give them the food.

That is why I am so supportive of our
welfare reform bill. What a destructive
thing to have four, not three, four gen-
erations of people on welfare. They are
doing what their parents did and they
are doing what their grandparents did.
They are staying on welfare because
they were never taught to dream. They
were not given the kind of push they
needed and they were not given the
kind of care they needed.

We had job training programs that
did not work because these were job
training programs that said, you come
in here and stay a bit of time. We teach
you something and then you are out on
your own. Our job training programs,
our career bill is designed so dif-
ferently. It is designed to say, we want
to give you the day care, the job train-
ing, and we are going to follow you
through work. Six months from now we
are still going to be on your back. We
are going to be pushing, encouraging
you.

The State of Connecticut has welfare
reform, and it is very caring legisla-
tion. It is the kind of reason why we
passed our bill in Washington. The car-
ing legislation is this. We have 2
tracks, those who we think are employ-
able and those who are not. Maybe
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they have mental challenges. Maybe
they do not speak English well enough
now so we have to teach them English.
They have reasons why it may not be
easy for them to get a job right away.
But for the vast majority, we say, you
are going to have to work. And Con-
necticut says, 21 months. And it does it
this way: It helps people get the job. It
allows them, this is really terrific, it
does not penalize them for getting a
job. They still can keep their entire
welfare cash payment, they still keep
their health care for the 21 months. So
they get a job, they establish them-
selves for 2 years, they have this extra
money coming in because they have
their jobs plus they have the actual
welfare benefits plus they get the
health care benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I remember in a Com-
mittee on the Budget meeting one time
you pointed out one reason why people
do not get off welfare is because they
lose their health care. I remember in
the dialogue that we had on the Com-
mittee on the Budget, the point was
made that people should be able to
keep their health care when they are
pushed off of welfare so that they are
not tempted to stay on welfare. So we
push them in that direction.

One bill that was controversial in
this session was the minimum wage
bill. I am so proud of how the Repub-
lican Party dealt with that issue be-
cause two-thirds of our party does not
agree with that issue. They think that
the minimum wage is too much of an
intrusion on business. One-third sup-
ported it and a vast majority of people
on the other side supported it. But we
know that we had to do something else
if we were going to pass the minimum
wage, and that was to have some sig-
nificant and meaningful tax cuts to
small businesses who employ those who
are considered the most unemployable,
tax credits for those on welfare, tax
credits for those who simply do not
have the work experience to actually
be yet credible to the employer.

They know they might have to spend
a year or two to train that person be-
cause they are not well-educated and
not well-trained and they need the
training. It is a cost to the business.
They actually are discouraged from
doing it under the present system until
we passed our tax cut bill, $8 billion.
Our tax cut bill took some of the
things that we had in terms of our tax
cuts when we were trying to pass the
tax cut legislation earlier, which the
President vetoed. Because the Presi-
dent did veto our 7-year balanced budg-
et bill, he did veto our changes to Med-
icare with no increase in the copay-
ment, the deductible, the premium and
lots of choice and a savings of $270 bil-
lion, put right back into Medicare. He
vetoed it. He vetoed Medicaid reform.
He vetoed welfare reform, but finally
the third time he decided he could sup-
port it. That bill we passed was basi-
cally the same bill that we had given
him the first two times.
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So we have that bill, and he finally

signed it.
Well, we want to help people off of

dependency in government, corpora-
tions and agriculture; we want to give
them the job training as it relates to
individuals, we want to give them the
day care, and we want to allow them to
work in their business, still keeping
some of their welfare benefits for a pe-
riod of time in health care.

I am kind of drawing to a close, Mr.
Speaker, but I do want to address this
whole issue because we have had a lot
of people criticizing this Congress, and
for me, it is probably one of the most
difficult things to contemplate. For the
first time in the history of Congress,
Congress is doing major heavy lifting.
We are taking on some of the biggest
and most powerful special interest
groups to move this country to be more
caring and less a caretaker. Those who
want this Government to continue to
be a caretaker are objecting to changes
that we are making.

Now, we passed and slowed the
growth of some of our entitlements,
but one of the ways that we are going
to balance the budget is to slow some
runaway programs, and in the process
of slowing these runaway programs,
like the Earned Income Tax Credit, the
school lunch program, the student loan
program, Medicare, Medicaid, the stu-
dent loan program actually is not run-
ning away. We are actually going along
with exact numbers of loans that we
did schedule to do; we are just continu-
ing it.

But let us take the Earned Income
Tax Credit. It is a payment made to
people who do not make enough
money, but are working to really sup-
port themselves, so instead of paying
taxes to the Federal Government, they
pay Social Security, but instead of
paying other taxes, they actually get a
cash payment from the Government
that, if they do not pay enough taxes
or any taxes, they do not just get a re-
duction in their tax, they actually get
a payment from the Federal Govern-
ment.

We allow that program to go from 19
billion to 25 billion, but our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle say that
program, the Earned Income Tax Cred-
it, tax credits for the working poor,
that we are destroying the program,
cutting the program. Only in Washing-
ton when you go from 19 million to 25
million do people call it a ‘‘cut.’’

I mean, it is absurd. It is a growing
program and a very important pro-
gram. We did decide that it should
apply to income levels of $28,000 or less,
not income levels of $36,000 or less.

The school lunch program: I will
never forget watching the President
visit a school, trying to frighten the
students and also the American people
that we were cutting the school lunch
program. I got pretty upset that we
would cut the school lunch program,
thinking we had done it. When I got
back, I could not wait to speak to some

of my colleagues who serve on the com-
mittees that would have done that, and
this is what I found. What they were
recommending and ultimately what we
did until the President vetoed it: We
allowed the school lunch program to
grow from $5.2 to $6.8 billion. Only in
Washington when you go from $5.2 to
$6.8 billion do people call it a ‘‘cut.’’
The President calls it a cut, I have con-
stituents who think I cut it, but when
the learned it grew from $5.2 to $6.8 bil-
lion, they find that that is very accept-
able.

What did we do? The program is to
grow at 5.2 percent more a year. We
said, it should grow at 4.5 percent more
a year, seven-tenths of a percent reduc-
tion in the growth. And what did we
allow local communities to do? We cut
the bureaucracy in Washington, which
saved more than the money that we re-
duced in the growth. Then we gave to
local communities and we allowed the
State of Connecticut to say, for in-
stance, that the school where my
daughter goes to school and where her
dad, who makes a good salary, and her
mother, who makes a good salary, can
find we do very well, my daughter’s
lunch is subsidized 17 cents by the Fed-
eral Government, every student in the
country, 17 cents, rich or poor, wealthy
communities and poor communities, 17
cents.

We allowed the State of Connecticut
and every other State to say, we want
the money that is going to the wealthy
communities to continue for the poor
kids in the wealthy communities, but
not for the wealthy kids in the wealthy
communities. We then allow them to
take that money and put it into
Bridgeport and Norwalk and Stamford,
for instance, in my Fourth Congres-
sional District, the district I represent,
for kids who are poor in relatively poor
communities.

Bridgeport is a working class, mid-
dle-income community, but it has a lot
of poor people, and some kids do not
get a breakfast, some kids do not get a
dinner, they get that lunch. We do not
want to take away that lunch. We want
to give them a breakfast, and we want
to give them a lunch and a dinner for
those kids, and a kid in one of my sub-
urban communities who is well-to-do
should not be subsidized.

So we did not cut the school lunch
program. We allowed it to grow from
$5.2 to $6.8 billion.

The student loan program is the one
that really gets me. $24 billion last
year; that is what we spent, $36 billion
in the seventh year. Those of you who
are thinking mathematically know we
increased it 50 percent. Only in Wash-
ington when you go from $24 billion to
$36 billion would people call it a ‘‘cut.’’
But my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle call it a ‘‘cut,’’ the President
calls it a ‘‘cut.’’ It is simply not true.

There is another word for when you
say things are not true. It is not right
for the President of the United States
to go around the country and simply
not say things that are not factually
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incorrect, in fact, factually so incor-
rect that he knows that. He knows that
the student loan program is going from
$24 to $36 billion.

Now what we did do to save money is,
we got rid of the direct student loan
program. This was a government stu-
dent program that, basically, we tied it
down by getting rid of it? No, we
clamped it down to 10 percent of all
student loans. That is what we did, and
this is a direct student loan program
that the administration tried to tell us
was cheaper than doing it through the
banks.

The only problem was they had not
factored in all the people that the gov-
ernment had to hire to manage the stu-
dent loans. So when you had a local
college give a direct student loan by-
passing the bank, you would think it
would save money. But then who had
to administer that student loan? You
got it, the Federal Government, and
the Federal Government did it with
twice as many people as the banks and
at twice the cost.

So we just simply said, we have got
to make sure we do not get too deep
into that program because it is going
to be so expensive that we are going to
be spending more on administrative
costs than we should. We saved billions
of dollars by slowing and condensing
that program. We did try and failed.
We did try and failed to say that from
graduation to the first 6 months, when
you do not pay back the loan yet, your
grace period, the taxpayers pay the in-
terest on that loan. We said the stu-
dents should.

I am proud of the fact that we asked
students to play a role in this process.
Six months after they graduate they
start paying back their 10-year or 15-
year loan. In a basic 10-year loan, for
the average loan, we were asking the
students to pay $9 more a month. That
is the price of a pizza. But where I live,
it is the price of a movie and a small
Coke. I have no problem saying to
someone after they graduated from col-
lege or graduate school, 6 months after
they graduate, they start to pay the
loan back. It costs them $9 more a
month.

I have no problem saying you do not
have to go to a movie maybe once a
month. You may not be going to get
that pizza, for the good of the country,
so you do not have to pay a big debt
later on.

We are trying to get our financial
house in order. It ends with the two
points: Medicaid has grown from $89 to
$127 billion. Again, only in Washington
when you go from $89 to $127 billion do
people call it a ‘‘cut,’’ but my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
call it a ‘‘cut.’’ It is a significant in-
crease in spending, and then, as I have
already pointed out, Medicare is grow-
ing from $178 billion to $289 billion,
$4,800 per senior to $7,100 per senior.

Mr. Speaker, you have been very pa-
tient. I am drawing to a close. My big-
gest concern of all is that I have col-
leagues on this side of the aisle who

have done some very, very heavy lift-
ing. They have put, in a sense, their po-
litical careers on the line for the good
of the country.

We were told early on, when we got
elected, the best way to get reelected is
to avoid controversy, controversy is
conceived as the enemy of the incum-
bent. We had a freshman class and a
number of senior members and rank
and file members of this conference
that said, I do not want to be back if
being back means we continue to allow
the country to go bankrupt, if coming
back means we ignore saving Medicare
from bankruptcy, because, remember
now, the President vetoed our Medicare
plan.

He vetoed it last year when we
thought the plan was going to go bank-
rupt by the year 2002. Now we know it
is going to go bankrupt by the end of
the year 2000. We know we are losing
$22 million a day in Medicare, we are
losing $36 billion next year, projected,
and $60 billion the year after that,
every day.

Who is going to deal with that prob-
lem? Are my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle going to do that kind
of heavy lifting? How could they pos-
sibly when they demagogue? How can
they possibly do that if they simply op-
pose getting our financial house in
order and balancing the budget and
taking on the tough decisions?

And so, Mr. Speaker, I just would
like to end with the basic concept that
the people we love the most, the people
we care about the most, we try to
teach them to grow the seed and to be
better Americans. We try to free them
up to compete in a very competitive
environment. We try to help those who
cannot help themselves, but not help
those who can help themselves. Those
that can help themselves need to be en-
couraged to be on their own, to work
and to study and to grow as individ-
uals.

This Congress has taken on heavy
lifting, and I hope and pray, whether
they are Republicans or Democrats, I
will say it this way: Those who have
done the heavy lifting, those who have
dealt squarely with the problems, those
who have not demagogued the issues,
those who have tried to serve this
country with courage, those are the
people who should be reelected and re-
turned here; and if those are the people
who are defeated, think of what the
message will be. Those who survive,
who were doing the heavy lifting, will
say: ‘‘I had better not do that again,’’
and those who were critical of this
heavy lifting, those who may dema-
gogue the issue, are in there saying,
‘‘Well, I had better just continue what
I am doing,’’ and that unfortunately is
what has happened for the last 20
years.

This is a crossroad in our country. I
hope, I pray, that the true story will
get out about the extraordinary job
this Congress has done. We passed con-
gressional accountability, we pass gift
ban, we passed lobby disclosure, we

passed the line item veto, we passed
not imposing expenditures on local
governments and State governments,
the so-called unfunded mandate, bill,
we passed welfare reform. We have
changed welfare as we know it; it hap-
pened under our watch because of what
we did. We have passed major changes
in health care. We have passed the
telecomm bill that will create 3 million
jobs. We passed the Freedom to Farm
bill. There are just so many other bills,
the immigration bill that we hope to
pass before we adjourn, and we have
helped get our country’s financial
house in order.

I have never ever been more proud to
be part of this institution.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WATERS, for 60 minutes, today
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. SHAYS) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. WOLF, for 5 minutes on Septem-
ber 24.
f

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mrs. SCHROEDER) and to in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. MENENDEZ.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. SHAYS) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. BLUMENAUER.
Mr. BONO.
Mr. DINGELL.
f

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Oversight, reported that that
committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the House of the following ti-
tles, which were thereupon signed by
the Speaker:

H.R. 1772. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire certain in-
terests in the Waihee Marsh for Inclusion in
the Oahu National Wildlife Refuge Complex;

H.R. 2909. An act to amend the Silvio O.
Conte National Fish and Wildlife Refuge Act
to provide that the Secretary of the Interior
may acquire lands for purposes of that Act
only by donation or exchange, or otherwise
with the consent of the owner of the lands;

H.R. 3675. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 1997, and for other purposes;

H.R. 3676. An act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to clarify the intent of Congress
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with respect to the Federal carjacking prohi-
bition;

H.R. 3802. An act to amend section 552 of
title 5, United States Code, popularly known
as the Freedom of Information Act, to pro-
vide for public access to information in an
electronic format, and for other purposes;
and

H.J. Res. 191. Joint resolution to confer
honorary citizenship of the United States on
Agnes Gonxha Bojaxhiu, also known as
Mother Teresa.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 1636. An act to designate the United
States Courthouse under construction at 1030
Southwest 3rd Avenue, Portland, Oregon, as
the ‘‘Mark O. Hatfield United States Court-
house’’, and for other purposes; and

S. 1995. An act to authorize construction of
the Smithsonian Institution National Air
and Space Museum Dulles Center at Wash-
ington Dulles International Airport, and for
other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 27 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Sep-
tember 23, 1996, at 12 noon.
f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LEWIS of California: Committee of
Conference. Conference report on H.R. 3666.
A bill making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry inde-
pendent agencies, boards, commissions, cor-
porations, and offices for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 1997, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 104–812). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 4083. A bill to extend certain programs
under the Energy Policy and Conservation
Act through September 30, 1997 (Rept. 104–
814). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 1031. A bill for the relief of Oscar Salas-
Velazquez; with an amendment (Rept. 104–
810). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 1087. A bill for the relief of Nguyen Quy
An and Nguyen Ngoc Kim Quy; with amend-
ments (Rept. 104–811). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 4025. A bill for the relief of the estate of
Gail E. Dobert (Rept. 104–813). Ordered to be
printed.

f

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X. bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3217. A bill to
provide for ballast water management to
prevent the introduction and spread of non-
indigenous species into the waters of the
United States, and for other purposes; with
an amendment; referred to the Committee
on Science for a period ending not later than
September 27, 1996, for consideration of such
provisions of the amendment recommended
by the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure as fall within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Science pursuant to
clause 1(n), rule X (Rept. 104–815, Pt. 1). Or-
dered to be printed.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 2740. Referral to the Committee on
Commerce extended for a period ending not
later than September 27, 1996.

H.R. 3217. Referral to the Committee on
Resources extended for a period ending not
later than September 27, 1996.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. BLUMENAUER:
H.R. 4128. A bill to amend title 23, United

States Code, concerning eligibility for grants
to implement alcohol-impaired driving
counter measures; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. HOKE:
H.R. 4129. A bill to enforce the constitu-

tional right to the free exercise of religion;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 4130. A bill to enforce the constitu-
tional right to the free exercise of religion;
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in
addition to the Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 2209: Mr. SERRANO
H.R. 2223: Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.

FUNDERBURK, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LIPINSKI, and
Mr. OLVER.

H.R. 3012: Mr. COMMINGS and Mr. SCOTT.
H.R. 3632: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3633: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3725: Mr. SERRANO.
H. Res. 515: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.

FUNDERBURK, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, and Mr. CANADY.
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